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PREFACE

- .The following pages present substantially
my Doctorate Thesis submitted in 1924, and
embody the results of my long-continued efforts
to bring together in a concise form the specula-
tions of the Hindu grammarians determining
the scope, the function, the definitions of
grammatical concepts and the value of grammar
as a distinct branch of Sanskrit learning. The
systematic study of the purely philosophical
aspect of Sanskrit grammar as attempted in
this book is, I believe, a long-felt want. The
idea of preparing a comprehensive account of
these speculations, based on different treatises on
grammar, specially ou the Mahabhasya and the
Vakyapadiya, was first suggested to me by the
late lamented Sir Asutosh Mookerjee, and I
can well imagine how pleased he would
have been had he been alive to-day to ses
-in print the work inspired by him. It may be
stated here that I have endeavoured to the best
of my powers to represent the grammatical
speculations of the Hindus in their true sigui-
ficanco without unnecessarily amplifying them,
I hope that the speculations contained in
this book will serve to show that grammar in
Sanskrit literature was not a mere by-product of
scholarship ; on the contrary, it was elevated
to the dignity of Swmréi and Agame and

considered a system by itself broadbased on
philosophical principles,
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF
SANSKRIT GRAMMAR
CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTORY

3

2
Evolution of Sansknt Gram G tical lati -Ancient
grammanans—Yaska, Vyad, Va]apyayana, Paml.u, ete.

‘The history of the origin of Sanskrit
Grammar affords a diffieult field of study. It
is not possible to say anything definitely either
about the period when speculations of a gram-
matical nature had really come into existence,
or about the ancient teacher who might be
credited with having for the first time assimi-
lated the principle ‘of a regular system of
grammar. An attempt is, however, made here
to discuss some of the most plausible views on
the evolution of Sanskrit Grammar,

[anskrit Lwoguage, tnoogn no ‘longer a
spoken tongue, has got such a vast stock of
words, and contributed so largely to the real
knowledge of the intellectual world by its
monumental productions, that it can defy any
language ever known to the philological world,
The refinement of thought, the melody of



9 INTRODUCTORY

intonation and the unsurpassably high order of
spiritual and religious speculations that breathe
through this ; Divine tongue,” reveal to us
not only the intellectual capacity of the Indo-
Aryans who made wonderful progress in civili-
zaﬁ:ion, but also serve to show the extent of per-
fection to which the Indian mind had developed
in those primitive days. Let us begin with the
first intellectual unfolding of the Indian mind —
the Vedas, which are regarded either as a symbol
of “eternity, or as revelabions of eternal truth
findirtg audible expression through the utterances
of ancient seers. The Vedas never represent, as
some Western scholars have opined, a huge col-
lection of * pastoral songs.” But what is true is
that they are a sublime embodiment of wisdom.
It may be stated without hesitation that the
four Vedas with all their subsidiary literature are
in realify an encyclopeedia of human knowledge.
Through centuries they continued to be
the sacred storehouse of knowledge, and, their
authority, in matters both religious and secular,
was so great with the ancient Hindus that
any idea running counter to the Vedic injunc-
tions was liable to be rejected. In the creative
period of the Vedic literature we find, among
other things of purely sacrificial and religious
interest, the brilliant dawns of many speculations
~which were popularised and co-ordinated
into a coherent system of thought by later

thinkers. It can consequently be maintained

that the Vedic literature, revealing as
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it does, in a ecrude form, the intellectual
horizon of our anciont forefathers, provided
ample room for the subsequent development
of different branches of science and art. There
was a time in ancient India when by ‘learning’
people used to understand only the Vedio learn-
ing (*§efyar’)! and a man’s education was
not complete until he had acquired n thorough
knowledge of the Vedas, The time has much
changed since then and the ordinance of AManu ?
is but little honoured in these days. :
The reason why we have dilated > upon
the originality and authoritativencss of the
Vedas and their influence on the history of
Indian thought is that the origin of Grammar
is organically and most intimately connected
with the study of the Vedas The six Vedaugas,
as is well-known, mainly owe their origin to a
vigorous attempt at facilitating the Vedic
studies, and, among these, Grammar scems to
have been the most important subsidisry. That
an earnest student of the Vedas can hardly
ignore the studies of these Vedangas (Grammar,
Phonetics, Etymology, etc.) is made sufficiently
clear by the Sruti? which emphatically declares

1 R fad 3fEd s ow anwRd sefw g dama e @am
=R ayEe: aFRAET: e wEt ey P et sfaatid o
g W] gt asETHlamaa

Mupdsks Upamghad

* Qe BN [zema @R WA o sl ggaw el

QL |
Manu Sadihita, 2,

S mwa el ol qs§) QST A Tag



4 INTRODUCTORY

that the unconditional duty on ‘fh(? part of a
Brahmin is to make a thorough study of tne
Vedas along with these popular © Angas” The
injunction  rendisEigan  does not only insist.
upon a regular study of the Vedas, but -presup- g
poses a knowledge of grammar sufficient for
the understanding of the Vedie texts. Palajijali
refers to the ancient custom’ when Brahmin
students, as a rule, used to take up grammar
first for their study, as an indispensable
sle€p towards the study of the Vedas.
Grammar was, therelore, studied not only for its
own sake in ancient India, bul asa helping
guide for penetrating into the structure of the
Vedic texts. While enumerating the motives
that are practically served by the study of
grammar, Patafijali has first mentioned ¢ Pre-
servation of the Vedas ” as the primary reason
why the science of grammar should be studied
with particular atiention. Mow useful and
indispensable the study of grammar is, so far
as the understanding of the Vedic texts is
concerned, is best shown by such descriptive
epithets of grammar as “Jemi Fg,”?2 g%
TS Faw, ” ° ete.

When we enquire into the origin of Sanskrit
Grammar from a historical standpoint, we find

P WY AR, deenE wman o] ey |

T GEETIgIRES A Sfewn o=y sufewe | Mababbasys,
Vol. I, p. 6.

o~

2

Chéndogya Upanigad, 7. 1.
Papiniya Sikss, 42.
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that there were three prominent causes in
operation which brought the speculations on
grammar into existence. TFirst, certain prinei-
ples of spontaneous growth, followed con-
sciously or unconsciously in the ufterance of
significant sentence, provided the very basis‘ of
grammatical generalisation. In combining one
word with another so as to make a significant
unit of speech, people undoubtedly made use
of certain laws or order regulating the mode of
their verbal expression. The question of priority
of language to grammar is too well known to
require any explanation. The way in which
men learn almost instinctively their mother
tongue without having any knowledge of
grammar is.an evidence of how we become
familiar with the vocabularies ag well as with the
method of constructing sentences before we
actually come in touch with grammar as such.
Long before any regular system of grammar was
written and studied, people with whom Sanskrit
was a spoken tongue could, for example, use
such a verbal form as ‘wafq,” without having
any idea of the grammatical operations whereby
the root ‘33’ might be changed to ‘v’ and ‘ yg’
in obedience fo the technical process of * guna ’!
and ‘swdhi.’ Similarly, forms like * qegfE’ and
“sRife’ had obtained currency in a cortain gram-
marless period when the grammatical conception
of ‘ gwfe ' and ¢ w@rg® were unknown, and when

' Ppan, VIT, 3-84.



6 INTRODUC'I‘ORY

the conmmhonal differenge of the root ‘g’ fram
‘g, could not be c\pldmcd as peculiarities of
two well-marked classes of rcmtg, namely, "ajﬂf?

and ‘wmifz. ' The rule * == : Haw f 21m: presuppo-
ses a phonological principle according to which
two ¢ 51’ or ‘3’ counds having close proximity
in their utterance usually and invariably show
the natural tendency of being amalzamated into
one lengthened =’ sound. To such principles
underlying the physical structive of language
may be ascribed the rudiments of grammatical
specwdations. The fundamental basis of grams
mar is not purely artificial but appenrs to he
more or less natural. A careful study of the
Paribhasis (generalisations of grammar) and
of the rules of cuphonie combinations makes it
abundantly clear that the principles of grammar
have close affinity with popular axioms and
laws of nature. The extent to which grammar
is related to popular usage is best shown by
Patafijali in his elaborate exposition of the rules
of grammar.! The method in which Patajijali®
has analysed words or, more properly, a group
of similar words, in order to distinguish the
stems and formative elements of words, is an
indication that grammar has a scientific stamp
80 far as its basic principles are concerned. The
science of grammar does not, however, attempt

'EgmT wengafa,  Wfn wemmae wEfa—agarRagg
awarfafa | & afE ? AR gewm: |—Mahabbisya, Vol. I, p. 115,

* {&s gagafqlamaw 1—Mahibhisya, ibid, p. 219.
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‘to coin new words and | expressions for use, but

takes them in the very forms in which they are
popularly used. B

Secondly, the most important factor in the
evolution of grammar, as a scientific and indis-
pensable branch of study, was the necessity,
more religious than academic, of devising some
practical means ensuring a successful study of
the Vedas; and the result was the evolution of
grammar, By Sabdinusasana or governance of
words, the author of the Mahabhasya has, as
Kaiyata maintains, in clear terms expresssd the
immediate or supreme end of grammar as such,
and by the expression < HTFmETE~ST VEISTY
he has shown the indirect purposes that are
usually served by grammar or Sabdinugasana,
as he calls it. “Preservation of the Vedic
text'’ * seems to have been the sole purpose that
made the study of grammar so useful and indis-
pensable at the same time. Itis, however,
difficult to say definitely when such a necessity
was actually feit for the sfudy of grammar, I
is in all probability in the transitional period *
between the poetical activity of the oldest
Samhitas, and the prosaic exegesis of the
Briahmanas with greater tendency towards clags-
ical forms, that we may try tofind out the
crude beginning of grammatical speculations.
The trend of human thought does not always

* St syTcoR—Mababhisys, p 1.
% Bystems of 8kt. Grammar., Belvalkar, pp. 2-3.
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flow along the same level, bub it changes its
course as time rolls on. The palmy days of
beautiful poetry that witnessed the appearance
of the Samhitas were followed hy a period of
intellectual decadence, if we ave allowed to say
so. To be more clear, the peried of outstanding
originality was followed by one of interpretation
and elaboration. The ancient seers or Rsis
are said to have been born with such a spiritual
vision as to possess all knowledge intuitively, and
it was possibly through their medium that the
sacred hymns came to light. The etymological
meaning of the term “=zfi” ! corroborates this
view. Next to these Rsis came a comparatively
inferior class of seers, better known as ¢ Srubarsi®
who were not gifted with intunitive knowledge
from their very birth, but rose to the eminence
of ‘seer-ship’ by receiving instructions on the
Vedas from their teachers. These sages,® oub
of compassion for the people of future genera-
tions, on account of their shorter span of existence
and intellectual dwarfishness, are said to have
composed the Vedangas with the avowed inten-
tion of making the Vedic study less arduous.
There is reason to Dbelieve that the exact
meaning of the oldest hymns had already begun
to be forgotten in the second stage spoken of
above ; and it was undoubtedly to preserve the

1 ?Eﬁéi?ﬂq——Nirukta.

* faveudd 9 gwEieyeE 5 Seeft —Nirokta, p. 143
(Bom. ed.)
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Samhita texts intact and to save them from
misinterpretation that particular attention was
directed towards grammar and the Nirukta.
Yaska! frankly admits that the study of the
Nirukta derives its importance from the fact
that the meaning of the Vedic texts are mof
otherwise comprehensible. As a matter of
fact, the Vedic hymns had ceased to be
intelligible to a great extent even at so early
a period, and, what is still more surprising,
some teachers of respectable antiguity even
pronounced in clear terms their vérdict
about the meaninglessness of the hymns. An
ancient teacher like Yiaska has recorded the
contention of Xautsa® against the Vedas.
The hymns, be contends, are meaningless and
as such not worthy of commanding respect.
When an acknowledged teacher of such
remote antiquity could have assailed the
trustworthiness of the Vedas on grounds, hardly
justifiable, it is not at all surprising that later
teachers belonging to the atheist school of
Sugata and Carvika would come forward to
demolish the glorious edifice of the Vedas. Tn
the face of such undignified attack threateping
to undermine the very basis of religion, the
Mimamsakas were confronted with a problem
of great seriousness; they consequently iried

! eyfigwata wEwyRed) o frqd—Nirakts, p. 115.

* aft gaurRAEEEE HAAtE DRSO e Fan—Nirekta,
p. 115

2
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their level best to set aside all antagonistic views
regarding the eternality and the trustworthiness
-of the Vedas. Both Nairukias and Veaiyakaranas
seriously engaged themselves in the arduous
task of preserving the Vedic texts intact by
advocating the eternality of Sabda, on the one
hand, and by analysing the entire structure of
the Vedic words, on the other. The etymologists
sought to bring out the meaning by suggesting
derivation of words, while the grammarians
took upon themselves the task of supporting the
Vedic‘forms by an analytical process; and these
methods, supplementing each other, proved to be
of much importance in preserving the sacred
texts in their pristine glory. Patafijali seems
to have been conscious of this paramount
function of grammar, as is clear from his state-
ment ¢ TR §eTATAEE Swww,’ In the estima-
tion of Patafijall grammar is pre-eminently the
greatest of all Vedangas; its greatness is
obviously due to the fact that grammar is indis-
pensable to an understanding of the Vedic hymns.
The epithet *‘Vedanim Vedam,” as applied
to grammar by the seers of the Upanisads,
is really suggestive of the importance and dig-
nity in which Vyakarana was held in those days.
In the third place, the growing popularity of
different forms of Prakrta served almost like an
incentive to the rise of so many systems of
grammar in Sanskrit. Sanskrit, even when it was
a spoken tongue, had been confined to the area
of the cultured community. The Sisfas or the
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.

Sanskrit-speaking people had, however, to como
frequently in touch with the untufored mnsses,
and this wns caleulated to destroy the parity of
the “Divino tongus” fo a certain extent,  As
a result of this intercourse, many Prikria forms
crept into Sanskrit and becameo almost natura-
lised in courso of time. That Sanskrit had
suffered mutilation and distortion of forms at tho
hands of those who [ailed to pronounce the correct
Sanskrit words, either on account of wrong
imitation or their natural inaptitude, is testiied
by the so.called Apabhramsas  which
represent  Sanskrit only in a distorted form.
The space at our dispoanl will not,
however, permit .us to discuss ths much
vexed question as to  whether Prikrta.
Apabhraméas  are dircctly descended  from
Sanskrit under circumstances stated above, or
originated from an altogother different source. We
only repeat what wo havo pointed out elsewhero
that the Hindu grammarians, hecauso of
their unbounded regard for Sanskrit as the
most original of all tongues, or for the striking
similarity of the so-called aga forms of
Prakrta with Sanskrit, held Prakrta to be an
off-shoot of Sanskrit. To look wupon both
Sanskrit and DPrakrta as two sister tongues,
doscended from a common  source, i3 n
view that is little favoured by the Iindu
grammarians. As tho number of Sanskrit-
speaking people gradually diminished, oand
Prakyta dialeots, on the other hand, began to
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obtain’ gredter popularity till they spread all
ov%ﬁ:he ‘country, the orthodox Hindu teachers
swers” almost compelled to notice the linguistic
pecqliaﬁ;ities of Sanskrit and draw hard and fast
yrules régulating them, their sole motive
being  the  preservation of their tradi-
tionally sacred tongue from corruption. The
expression WeeTgWrE4, as significantly used
- by Patafijali instead of the more popular term
TR, serves to indicate that the main function
of ‘grammar is as wmuch to support the correct
forms ‘in conformity with the fixed rules, as to
show indirectly how words of pure Sanskrit origin
differ from Adpabhramses which represent the
linguistic corruption caused by wrong imitation
and inability to pronounce the correct Sanskrit
words. In the Mahabhasya we find it explicitly
stated that €governance of the correct words’ !
forms the main function of grammar, and by
the diserimination of correct forms as goul,
the ecorrupt ones as gave, gowr,  gota,
ete., are indirectly pointed out? Sanskrit
grammar thus draws a line of demarcation
between the correet and corrupt forms, the
former being conformable to the rules laid down
in grammar, and the latter lying entirely outside
the scope of Sanskrit grammar. The spread of
Bu.ddhlsm, as it was accompanied by the popu-
larity of Prakyta, is supposed to have given a
' aragmedstas aid, ete., Mahabhasya, Vol, I, p. 104.
Fi@afagaied T9a CrERsE 3 1—Vol. I, p. 5.

2
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stronger impetus to an intensive - study’, of
Sanskrit grammar, It must be, hp“:bgé',

remembered that the Hindu grammarians, rju{'-
spite of all their abtempts, as is evinced in* their

formulation of rules, could not entirely evade

the possibility of their sacred tongue being-
mixed up, though to a small extent, with the

corrupt  dpabiramsas.  Kumarila speaks of

the naturalisation of eertain Dravidian forms
into Sanskrit.

Thus, there grew up different systems. of
grammar in Sanskrit; commentators , after
commentators came to elaborate and supplement
them in the light of new facts. At this stage
of our knowledge, we cannot exactly determine
the number of grammatical systems that once
existed in ancient India. We generally hear
of eight prominent systems each founded by a
renowned Sa@bdika or grammarian.! The
Astadhyayi mentions the names of many
grammarians whose works have, unfortunately,
not come down to ms. In the Mahabhasya
mention is made of two eminent grammarians,
namely, Vyadi and Vajapyayana, the former
is supposed to have written a huge treatise on
grammar e¢alled Samgraha, which is so authorita-
tively spoken of by Patadjali® Yaska has

PR AR INEGE B OEIEA | woEd difwe
red qifamEs AL’

* guy wdy WiRA wOf9d faslt Al @i ST 8fa —Vol I,
pé
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vecorded a controversy between two gramma-
rians—8akatayana and Gargya—each of whom
had undoubtedly a system of grammar to his
credit. The old treatises on grammar are almost
irrecoverably lost; buf those that remain are
sufficient to constitute a vast literature of which
there is no parallel in any language of the world.
In no other land except India was the science
of grammar studied with so much zeal and
deliberation.

“This is, in short, the history of the evolution
of Sanskrit grammar. It is, however, difficult
to ascertain the period to which the real founda-
tion of the science of grammar might be traced.
The analytical method upon which is based the
fundamental principle of Vygkarape is first
geen, though in a ecrude form, in the Pade-
Patha arrangement of the Samhits texts, which
is popularly attributed to the authorship of
Sakalya. It is in this method of decomposition
that we meet with the beginning of disjoining
Sandhi and  Samasa, and the addition of
Upasarge. with the verbal forms. While the
Pada-Pathe  order thus represents the first
step towards grammar, the elaborate phono-
logical speculations of the Pratisakhyas may be
said to have shown grammar in the making.
Some problems of real grammatical interest are
also to be found in the Pratisakhyas. The oldest
specimens, however, of the Pratisakhyas, which
are so akin to grammar, are not accessible, and
most of the extant treatises are of comparatively



INTRODUCTORY 15

modern origin, some of them being even posterior
to Panini There is ample evidence to indicate
that different schools of grammar had already
been in existence whon Yaiska wrote his famous
commentary on the Nighanfu. That Yiaska was
preceded by a good many grammariang is clenr
from his «tatement am?ﬁtmm g3 and the
grammatical controversy he has referred to
Yisha made ample use of theso earlier systoms
of grammar current in his time. The definition
of Sandhi, ww wufawa: #Hfgar! quoted by
Yiisha, and incorporated into his Agtadhyiyi by
Papini, is supposed to have been taken from
somo older systems of grammar. Mlareover,
Yaska's fourfold classification of Padas as noun,
verb, preposition and particle, also seems to Lo
a reproduction from a certain grammar which
has not left any trace bohind. The use of such
technical terms as mifca, cte.,, does nob really
indicate originality on the part of Yiska,
but what is plapsible is that they were
undaubtedly borrowed from some earlier systems
of grammar no longer extant. The loss
sustained by grammatical literature is enormous;
we find numerous references to several gram-
marians both in Yiska’s Niruhta and Panini’s
Astadhyayt, but it is regrettable that very little
of their works has come down to us., Just as

* o gatdif wrdf Aqrmcamar SF—Nirokis, p 99
* Psn,I v 109
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among the huge Nirukta literature, ‘the work
of Yaska only is available in a complete form,
even so it is the Astadhyay: of Panini alone
that has fortunately survived the wnurerous
systems of grammar, such as those of Sakalya,
Sakatayana, Gargya, Galava, Senaka, Sphotayana,
Bharadvaja, Apisali, KaSakrtsna, Vyadi, and
Vajapyayana.

The identity of the first grammarian is also a
difficult point of enquiry in the history of gram-
matical speculations. Having discussed the
circumstances that paved the path for the
evolution of such a scientific branch of study as
grammar, we now turn our attention, though
without any avail, to the question of determining
the first author of a system of grammar. The
peculiarities of language, specially when the
older forms became obsolete and were con-
sequently replaced by new words of spontaneous
growth, provided the basis upon which was built
the scientific structure of grammar. There are
certain fixed laws underlying the use of words ;
they are more or less natural and simple. But
the real difficulty comes when we proceed to
determine that clever being who first assimilated
such principles and developed. them into 'a
system of grammar. The Taittiriya Samhita *
contains a narration according to which Indra

may be styled the first grammarian. Tn an

1

I TOAGEAERT B eqomafam A A e
AR Ferdisana anaQaatEs S 1G] | —Tait, Sam., VI. 4. 7.
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agé.when speech was undivided into ibs compo-
nent clements, it was Indra who is said fo
have divided speech, and thenceforward it is
known as ayi&al av or analysed speech.  This
view, though \apparently incredulous,
is strengthened by the evidence of the Maha-
bhasya! where a tradition is recorded to the
effect that Indra made a thorough study of words
under the tutorship of Brhaspati—the divine
teacher. Further, the name of Indra may
be traced in the list of eight Sabdikes or
grammarians, But we do not know whether
it would be a truism or a positive mistake to
ascribe the authorship of the so-called Aindrg
grammar to Indra asa divine personage. There
is, however, no wonder that the conception
of a grammar had first originated with a
respectable divine being, because Panini is also
said to bave received the first 14 Satras from
the lord Siva and these rules are consequently
known as ©Makesoare Swtre.” Nandikesvara ?
in his Kasika has shown how on the pretext of
beating drum the lord Siva revealed the funda-
mental principles of grammar.  Similarly,
Sarvavarman, the author of the Katantra Satras,
is said to have received the nuclens of his
grammar from Kartiikeya and hence the system

188,
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is popularly known as “ Kumare Vyakarana
Whatever value we may attach to these narra-
tives and traditions, there is every reason to
suppose that long before the grammarians of the
Alexandrine period, the Hindu teachers had
developed different schools of grammar and
succeeded in giving them a highly scientific
character.

Before concluding this topic we need only
make a passing reference to what has been said
by “Bhartrhari in regard to the origin and
importsnce of grammar. TFollowing in the wake
of Patafijali, the author of the Vakyapadiya ®
describes grammar as the foremost of all
Vedangas and as a direct auxiliary to the Vedic
‘'studies, supporting as it does the correctness of
the Vedic forms. He is loud in eulogising the
importance of grammar, for he boldly asserts
that it is impossible to comprehend the meaning
of - words without an adequate knowledge of
grammar. He maintains grammar to be the
most sacred of all branches of learning and calls
it ¢ Adhividya’ and sometimes  4jikbha
rajapaddhati” As an exponent of the doctrine
of “Sphota,” Bhartrhari looks upon grammar
from a different standpoint, raising grammar to
the dignity of Agama and Smpti, for he is

IR W g 9 e | fraw fafem g wed
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even prepared to mamntam that the study
of grammar ultimately leads to salvation*
Vyakar ana-Smrts, he holds, 15 a set of rules
that helps the comprehension of coriect words,
it seemns to be almost without beginning” (faa),
because such a process as followed by grammar
appears to have been current from time
mmemorial

In my “Jangwstic Speculations of the
Hindus” I tried to show on the basis of some
pissages from the Rg Veda and Brahmanas that
speculations on language and grammar lrad their
origmn mm India 1 a very remote age The
Samhita hterature represents, of course, the crude
beginning of grammatical speculations, and there
18 consequently absence of systematisation and
elaboration It 15 1nteresting to see that
the scientific accuracy of these speculations 1s
almost unquestionable The earliest reference
to grammatical speculations, we may venture
to add on the authority of Patafijali and Sayana,
18 to be found n the Rk @gft =g1,® ote, which
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"ad:;nits of double interpretations—sacrificial and
-'gramma,tical. The bull spoken of here represents
 the science of grammar and is said to be a divine
being characterised by sound. Its four horns stand
for four component parts of speech TR -
fagan ; three feet for three tenses (present,
past and future); and two headsand seven hands
symbolise respectively two kinds of Padas (Faw -
and fge=y) or faar and FEn= and seven case-
endings. Another Rk} as we have already
pointed out, speaks of four different forms of
speecks(Para, Pasyanti, Madhyama and Vaikhari)
and lays down that it is the fourth form -of
speech that is current among men. 'The ancient
term denoting a grammarian seems to have been
“ am\zﬁarf\aq ” meaning ‘one who knows the
connection of words, viz., combination of stems
and suffixes; and it is emphatically stated in'a
Rk that Vak ® or speech reveals herself entirely
to such ‘analysers of speech.” While comment-
ing on the RE gasfa amw,® otc., Patasjali
explains the expression gxfg=ya: as an allusion
to grammatical case-endings which are seven
in number. There are many passages in
the Sambhitas which have thus either direct
or indirect bearing upon grammar-—a fact which

Bhartrhari also speaks of Sabde or, more properly, Sabda-
Brahman, as a Bull representing the Supreme Deity—“m’g'ﬁglﬁﬁﬂﬁ
g9 Tgsafaea’’—Vakyapadiya, 1. 132.
st amafat gafs @if frgthem 9w |
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proves beyond doubt that Indinn spcculﬂﬁnn.s
on grammar are decidedly tho oldest of their
kinds. In the Tait. Samhits, as we have alrendy
shown, Pak is said to have been originally
undivided into parts, and that it was Indra who
analysed specch in response to an appeal made
by gods.

Then, we turn to the Brihmanpa literature.
Here we find the real beginning of grammar.
-The etymologieal explanations of wor.ds,
such as, 7302 age@ Tg@qg and s0 on,
showing us at once the derivative meahings
as well as the method of analysing words
into their parts, bring us face to face with
grammar in jts growth. The Nairuktas
or etymologists adopted this method of
explaining words and have quoted largely
from the Brihmanas. The term Pyalarana,
meaning as it does the ‘science which dissolves
words into elements’ (stems and suflixes) and
thereby Dbrings out their exact meanings,
is in itself an iundication that grammar and
atymology are intimately connected with each
other, It is obviously for their mutual depen-
dence that Yaska has expressly stated that the
seience of etymology (Nirukta), though it has
its independent character as well, may bo viewed
as a complement to grammar. The differonce
between the Samhitis and the Brahmagas is not,
far from speaking of their subject-matter, one
of melodious poetry and monotonous prose, but
a careful study will reveal that there is distinet

[
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difference of language too. In the transitional
period of this literary activity we find, as we
have already shown, that the older Vedic forms
have almost disappeared and new words and
expressions with greater tendency towards classi-
cal forms were coming into existence. That the
Brahmana literature made some progress in
grammatical speculations is quite evident from
the fact that there occur here and there such
grammatical terms as Pgcane (number), Vi-
bhakti (case-endings), Dhatw (root) and so on.
Of the Brahmanas the Gopatha deserves special
mention, since it contains in a passage ! almost
all the popular tecbnical terms of Sanskrit
grammar. In its enumeration of different
branches of lcarning the Chandogya Upani-
sad makes mention of such a branch of
stady as  Szmi 8§z, which is explained
by Sankara as referring to the science of
grammar. The epithet ““ the Veda of the Vedas,”
as applied to grammar, serves to indicate the
indispensable character of grammar for an un-
derstanding of the Vedic texts. That is why
grammar is compared to the face of the Vedas.
Pai:.aﬁjali also observes that grammar is pre-
emrinently the greatest of a1 Vedangas,

Even in so remote g period as that of the
Brahmanas, necessity was already felt to devise

1
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practical means for the preservation of the older
texts and the natural outcome was the evolution
of the Pedangus. Of these Pedangas, Siksa
and Nirnkte are more or less related to
grammar. The  Sikgas or treatises on
phonetics deal with letters (vowels and
consonants), accents (Udatte, Anudatte and
Svaritg), different organs of pronunciation,
Sandki or euphonic combination and so on. We
do not, however, fail to see that the © Siksds,”
though their main importance lies in the cor-
rect recitation of the Vedic hymns, deal'with
the phonological side of grammar. That gram-
mar bas connection with accents is clearly
shown by the fact that the so-called Samasas, so
far as the Sarmhitas are concerned, had to be
determined by different modulations of accents.
Here again we first meet with “ Sandhi,” i,
the combination of letters with one another in
accordance with certain euphonic principles. The
arrangement of words, as shown in the “Pada-
patha”, serves to evinee an attempt not only
at disjoining the so-called * Sandhis” but clearly
indicates how the grammatical method of ”
analysis had already been in operation. REarly
treatises on phonetics are almost irrecaverably
lost.. The Pada-pitha texts which are popularly
attribnted to Sakalya only seem to have heen
well preserved.

Early Sanskrit literature had to suffer enor-
mous loss; and nowhere such loss is more ye-
markable asin the case of the Pritisikhyas and the
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Niruktas. We have got no oldest specimen of
these classes of literature indicating the historical
and continuous development of so ancient bub
oxtensive a literature; and what have prac-
tically survived seem to have a comparatively
modern origin. The Pratisakhyas, even in their
present forms, are sufficient evidence that the
study of grammar as a science had already been
taken up with all earnestness. Tf the nature
and contents of our existing Pratisakhya
literature,” says Dr. Belvalkar, ‘can safely be
made the basis of any inference, we may sup-
pose that these earlier treatises (1) classified the
Vedic texts into the four forms of speech known
to Yaska; (2) framed and carefully defined some
of the primitive Samjfias or technical terms;
and (8) possibly also made some more or less
crude attempts to reduce the words to their
elements and explain the mode of their gram-
matical formation.”

‘We have already referred to the fact that
Yaska, who flourished at a date not later than
700 B. C., had a good many predecessors—both
etymologists and grammarians; and his work is
not the first of its kind. The list of etymo-
logists and grammarians, as mentioned by
Yaska, gives unmistakable proof that Yaska
had already found in existence different schools
. ?f tl}e Nirukta and grammar. We are naturally
inclined to think that the speculations on gram-
mar which had had their crude beginning in the
Brahmana literature had gradually obtained
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wider scope and scieniific character and
finally developed into regular systems long
before Yaska, That plagisrism as a literary
theft was unknown in ancient India is borne
testimony to by the fact that a teacher, when-
ever he happened to cite anything in support
of his particular view, either from his prede-
cessors or- contemporary authors, was not at
all slow to ncknowledge his indebtedness to
them by mentioning their names, This
practice has been of considerable help: to
us, s it enables us to traco the names of
those teachers whose names, like their works,
would have been otherwise undiscoverabls. In
the Pratisikhyas mention is made of & good many
teachers some of whom were undoubtedly
grammarians, In the Taittiriya, for instance,
are mentjoned some twenty teachers, but
we fail to trace there the name of any reputed
grammarian. Among the host of teachers men-
tioned by Yaska, there are four, pamoly,
Sakatayuna, Gargyn, Gilava, and 'éﬁ'h'a]ya who
are credited with having founded their respec-
tive achools of grammar and their works seem
to bave been existing even in the days of
Panini. Yaska has recorded a controvorsy
which had ensued between Sakatayana on the
one hand and Girgya and the grammarians on
the other, with regard to the reducibility of words
to roots. Sikatayana seoms to have been one
of the oldest grammarians, and some of his
views (as his work is no longer available) might
4
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be collected from the works of later authors.
Mention is made of Sgkatayana in the Atharva-
Pratisgkhya in connection with combination,
division, and disjunction of words, Yaska has
thrice referred to Sakaidyana and has probably
given his doctrines verbatim thus:—(1) ¢All
words are derivable from roots’; (2)  Prepositions
have no significance by themselves apart from
pouns and verbs to which they are prefixed’;
(3} his fanciful derivation of the word “ Satya ™
from two different roots (as, in).

Though our knowledge of ancient gram-
marians is nothing but scanty and meagre, it is
admitted without contention that speculationson -
grammar had already taken a definite form long
before the Christian era. The few observations,
as mentioned above, will serve to show the extent
of scientifi caccuracy exhibited by the Indian
grammarians. Yaska had undoubtedly many
treatises on grammar and etymology before him
and he made ample use of them. The theory
enunciated by Sakatayana as to the reducibility
of all words fo roots was accepted by Yaska with
all earnestness ; he followed it as a basic principle
in all his ebymological explanations. He classified
speech into four forms, namely, noun, verb,
preposition, and indeclinable, giving their exact
significance. This four-fold classification of
words seems to have been taken by Yaska from
some earlier works on grammar. He -not only
distinguishes nouns from verbs with their
grammatical  terminations (sup, ¢in) but
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seems to have known even the formation of
verbal nouns (Xrdente). In his discourse as to
the priority of combination (Samhita), he has
given a dofinition of Sandhi ‘uw whamd:
¥fear’ which was probably incorporated into
his dstadhyayi by Panini in a later period. The
two well-marked forms of the language, namely,
Chandas and Bhasé (current speech) were
known to him, as he has sometimes derived
Vedic words from ¢lgukika’® (spoken tongue)
roots and vice versa. He has also taken notice of
dialectical varieties of Sanskrit as they existed
in different parts of India, where Sanskrit had
been then a spoken language.

Among the ancient grammarians, Vyadi and
Vajapyayana appear to be somewhat prominent,
specially as the exponents of two populal
doctrines of grammar.

Vyadi and Vijapyayana are said to have
been reputed grammarians. The former is well-
known as the author of a huge work on gram-
et called ¢ Samgrabe) Patafjeli hes referred
to this work, as an authoritative one, while dis-
cussing the eternality of Sabda. Mention is again
made of Vyadi in the Varffika as one holding
‘substance’ (gax) as the meaning of all words.
This is, in short, what we know about Vyadi.
The name of Vajapyayana also oceurs in
the Varttike. In conjunction with the
Mimamsaka point of view, Vajapyayana holds
that all words are expressive of “class’
(=&fa).

3
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Next we pass on to Panini, the popular
author of the Astadhyayi. As the founder of a
scientific system of grammar which has survived
the destroying hands of time, Panini is regarded
as the highest authority on grammar. "Panini
is mentioned as one of the reputed eight
grammarians. His work is often alluded to as
a great system uifaAld AR UeHYETHUA
and sometimes as “ Vyakarana-Smpti.” * He was
not o pioneer in his attempt, but had the advan-
tage of consulting many earlier treatises on
eraminar before he could develop such a system
which bears the stamp of scientific perfection in
so remarkable a way. With him closes a period
of Sanskrit literature which represents the
beginning of the classical period.  His aphorisms
have a history behind them and presuppose a
vast literature. Prof. Goldstiicker in his
‘Panini: His Place in Sanskrit Literature’
has dealt with the question of pre-Pininian
literature and has discussed at length Pagnini’s -
seope of knowledge; but my views differ from
those of the learned professor in some points.
The object kept in view in writing these pages is
to show in broad outlines the philosophy of
Sanskrit grammar and not to attempt a
historical study of grammatical literature.
Prof. Belvalkar’s learned work ° Systems of
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Grammar,” however, gives a historical survéy
of different systenis of Sanskrit grammar, and
is a valuable contribution to our know-
Jedge. ‘

Though Pinini had many predecessors
in the same line, it is his « Astadhyiy1” alone
that has survived as a great landmark in the
domain of Sanskrit literature. To a student of
ancient Indian history, Panini’s ¢ Astidhyayi”
has got its historical importance too. Thus,
judged from both grammatical and historical
standpoints, Panini’s work is a very valuable
record of Indian culture. Many other works on
-grammar following in the wake of pre-Paninian
and Paninian schools came into existence and gave
rise to a vast literature which is almost without
a parallel. The system of grammar founded
by Papini was studied with uncommon zesl, as
a Vedanga, hy so veputed scholars as Katyayana
and Pataijjali. Attempts were also made from
time to time to elaborate and supplement itin
such a way as to make it a complete whole.
Kityayana to whom is attributed the authorship
of the * Parttikas® tried his best to supplement
the work of Panini, baving paid keen attention
to the new stock of forms that gradually
obtained currency in the course of linguistic
development. Then came Patafijali with his
wonderful genius and unparalleled erudition and
wrote his famous commentary the ‘Mahabhj-
§ya,” which is still regarded as the highest
anthority on all problems -of grammar. He
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may be said o have changed the angle of vision.
He proceeded on a new line with the consequence
that grammar received a far more scientific
treatment in his hands and ultimately came
to be regarded as a particular system of philo-
sophy. He approached grammar from a logical
standpoint always trying to find out the prin-
ciples underlying the aphorisms of Panini and
Katyayana. There is indication in the first
“ Ahmika® of the Mahabhasya that grammar
was not only a heterogeneous combination of
Stutras with Patafijali, but it was treated by
him as a regular science.

Though virtually a commentary, the Maha-
bhasya has its originality both in method
and exposition ; it brings the system of Panini
to perfection and provides a vast field of study.
Panini, Katyayana and Patafijali ave popularly
known as the “ Triad of grammarians »’ and the
system as  *“ Trimuni  Vyakarape * ( fagf
HHTWH ). Next came Bhartrhari, the author
of the “ Vakyapadiya,” who seems to have made
a masterly study of the * Mahabhasya * which
fitted him to write his famous work dealing .
mainly with the philosophical aspects of gram-
mar. It was, therefore, finally in the hands of
Bhartrhari that the philosophical character of
grammar became more and more conspicuous
and grammar was ultimately established as a
distinct system of philosophy.

To give a consistent history of grammatical
speculations and the huge literature that evolved



INTRODUCTORY 81

out of them lies almost beyond the compass of
this work, What we have tried to show in the
foregoing pages is to point out that the specu-
lations on grammar which had had their crude
beginning in the Brahmanpas and subsequent
literature had to pass through different stages
of perfection before they could develop into
regular systems in the hands of Sakatayana,
Sakalya, and others.

The indispensable character of grammar for
understanding the Vedic texts was a matter ufso
great concern that grammar came to be regard-
ed as the greatest of all Vedinges. The impor-
tance of grammar lies in the fact that without
a thorough knowledge of grammar one cannot
distinguish correct words from incorrect ones
(as there is no difference of meanings) and
consequently fails to attain that religious felicity
which is only attainable by the uso of correct
words, The study of grammar enables one, on
the other hand, to discriminate the correct words
as opposed fo the so-called * Adpablramséa.”
Bhartrhari calls grammar * Smrti ’ 3 which has
for its subject the knowledge of correct words.
One may argue that the knowledge of correct
words may be obtained from popular or ocurrent
usage and consequently grammar does not serve
any useful purpose. Bhartrhari ? meets this

P AyEEmiv & Awoegh: | wiv2es fremifhd afa-
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argument by holding that grammar derives its
importance {rom the fact that i lays down
principles covering almost the entire field of
correct words and has thus become a practical
standard for distinguishing the corrcet words
current among the * Sisfas > from corrupt
forms. TFor the recognition of current words,
we should take recourse to certain principles
to avoid unwarranted uses; grammar is iden-
tified with such principles made on the autho-
rity of the Vedas, conforming to the current uses
and handed down to us through generations of
teachers. ¢ Vyakarana-Smrti”,}! as Bhartrharl
often applies this epithet to grammar, is current
from time immemorial and does not appear to
have suffered any breach of continuity in the
course of its development. The aunthor of the
Vakyapadiya is not content with this statement
only but goes further and maintains that the
study of grammar leads ultimately to salvation.
How final emancipation is obtained from a study
of correct words will be understood only if we,
like the ancient seers, try to find out the mysti-
.cal aspect of sound and Jook upon words as an
emblem or symbol of All-pervading God. The
origin of the doctrine of world-producing
Logos’ or w=gmwaET: may be traced ¢o an
attempt to discover the divine element in words.
Pupyaraja quotes a verse® which states that

b
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water is the most sacred thing in the earth;
the Vedic mantras are more sacred than water,
but grammar is even superior in sanctity to the
Vedas. The references given above are intended
to show the respect that was accorded to gram-
mar in those days.



CHAPTER II
ANTUBANDHA AND CATEGORY

Grammar—Name and definitions=~The Philosophy of Sanskrit
Grammar—Anubandhas—Categories of Grammar.

The earliest name whereby the science of
grammar was designated is possibly Jziai ¥w:
¢ the Veda of the Védas,’ asis to Dbe found in
the long list of Sastras enumerated in the
Upanisads. The popular term ¢ Vydkarana’
appears tobe an old one ; it points at once to the
analytical process ( @@mE ) by which words
are dissolved into bases and suffixes. The
expression like sgT@at &t meaning ‘ divided
speech’ is also to be met with in the
Vedic literature. Both the terms srHtg and
omxw  occur in the Nirukfa. Grammar is
also called w=wiE, and the grammarians are
popularly known as wifses and sometimes as
‘arqﬁnﬁq,’ i.e., one who knows the combination
of speech. Patafijali has wused the expression
‘wiguTEa’ instead of syt av the very begin-
ning of his work, his object obviously being to
point out that the first and foremost function
of grammar isto show how by their conformity

to the rules of grammar correct words are dis-

tinguished from incorrect ones, He derives the

term SHIY as ‘ FI{eha Fquras w=T FAAq1A-
&I and speaks of both words and rules as
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what constitute crammar that supports the
correctness of Sanskrit words ( sreg=rer mmvrq).
e holds further that the knowledge of words
does not really follow from the rules alone,
but from a clear interpretation of those rules
showing both examples and counter-examples.
Of the six Augas, Pataiijali maintains, grammar
is decidedly the greatest, as it directly helps
the study of the Vedas. Durga holds that
grammar consists of rules and primarily deals
with the physical structure of words, wherens
the s cience of ctymology lays greater stress on
the psychological aspeet, viz.,, signifieance.
Grammar scems to have attained to seriptural
authority, for Bhartrhari and others are often
found to ascribe such epithets to grammar, as
a:rqwmagfa and syrTURE.  There is a special
section on grammar in the Parva-Mimimss
system where grammar has been referred to as
a branch of Swmyti baving bearing wpon
Dharme. The way in which grammar comes
in close touch with Dharme may be shoewn by,
the fact that grammar, as a science, deals with
the correct forms of words, the proper knowledge
of which is necessary for the attainment
of religious merits, Though the correct Sanskrit
forms, says Patafijali, as well as the corrupt
words are equally expressive of sense, it is only
the use of correct ones that is attended with
religions feliejty., Moreover, grammar is the
only instrument whereby correct words are
distinguished from corrupt forms, and the
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meanings of words are ascertained. The
importance and usefulness of grammar for a
thorough knowledge of the Vedic texts cannot,
therefore, be over-estimated.

It will be a mistake to suppose that
Sansgkrit grammar, as defined above, is nothing
but a number of rules that attempt to explain
the formation and analysis of words in a man-
ner that has nothing to do with principles as such.
Words are so numerous and so diversified in
forms, that the grammarians had had to face
a gredt difficulty in making a thorough study
of words. Scholars of the reputation of Patafijali
and Durga failed to take notice of the entire
field of words ! which, as we find, is always being
enlarged with the advancement of knowledge.
But credit to the vigorous attempts of the Indian
grammarians who succeeded conspicuously in
their study of words and placed the grammatical
speculations on a purely scientific basis.

It is really striking to see how the gram-
marians could systematise their studies of
words in spite of such varieties of forms. Great

" as the task was, the grammarians proved equal,
as they adopted the scientific method and
fra.med the rules on the principle of gene-
ralisation and particularisation, taking notice
of all .possible forms. Still greater was the
difficulty in determining the radical and

1
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inflexional elements in words. Analysers of
speech as they were, the grammarians had to |
reach thelast stage of linguistic analysis, and this,
as we know, was practicable by the application
of the principle of wma=mfaia or the method
of agreement and difference. The conclusion
to which we are naturally led is that Sanskrit
grammar was not busy with isolated words
but was based on principles. An attempt may
be made here to show that the study of grammar
is not a mechanical way of mastering ‘the
conjugation and declension of certain forms and
that grammar does not give a cumbrous process
of fanciful derivations. Grammar, like all phi-
losophical systems, has its own categories and
logic and is ultimately based on the principles
that are strictly philosophical. The study of
grammar on a philosophical line received its
inception at the hands of Pataiijali who, in his
elaborate commentary known as the Maha-
bhasya, has dealt with the grammatical problems
from a different standpoint and has practically
given them a philosophical character. The work
of Panini has ‘been treated “by Dadbhavacaryya
as a system of philosophy.! Grammar wasno
longer looked upon as an artifice but as embody-
ing the principles of spontaneous growth,
Bhartrhari seems to have made a careful study
of the Mahabhagya ; this had not only widened
his scope of knowledge but befitted him to

! qfefeedag |
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explain the principles of grammar from a purely
philosophical stand-point. With him grammar
was a regular system of philosophy and he
treated it as such. What Patafijali and Bhartrhari
have done for grammar is veally wonderful ;
they would always deserve our admiration as
the founder of an interesting hranch of
study as the ¢ Philosophy of grammar.’ Their
conspicuous contribution towards the building
up of this new school of thought is none
the'less important and valuable than what
Plato and  Aristotle have actually done for
philosophy proper. Thanks to the iabours of
these grammarians, we can boast of this
peculiar system of philosophy ‘to the vest
of the world.

Having taken a brief survey about the
origin of grammatical speculations and
the subsequent periods in which those spe-
culations had been systematised by the ancient
grammarians in a scientific way, We now
proceed to shew, following the line of thought of
Patafijali and Bhaltlhau, that Sanskrit gram-
mar may be studied as g, regular system of
philosophy. There was 2 time ‘when the
authoritativeness of grammar reached such a
heicrht as to deserve such epithets as st and
S, and the author of the ‘Sarvadarsana-
samgraha found in the Paniniyan system of
srammar certain characteristics which induced |
him to treat it, as if it were a regular system '
of philosophy. Now,as a system of philosophy,
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grammat must have s Anubandhas, cate-
gories and principles  Grammar, fo  begin
with, 1s mamly connected with Sabdas
and their corresponding sigmficince, and
15, therefore, popululy callcd Sabda-sustia
The "relation, agun, n wheh wouds stand to
the world of objects 1s one of Pacya-Facala
(connoter and econnoted), and there are 19
many words as there are objects to he named
Thus, we see that the scope of m=gwisg covers
almost the entne sphere of thousht It" 1s
said that the entire world of objects zesides
in words 1 a subtle form and the so-called
FPucya and Vaeala are not really different
but  essentially one and the same thng
Lurther, no cogmtion? whatsoever 1s ever
possible without the use of words, and the
knowledge of all descriptions seems to be bound
up with words

Lvery system of Ilindu philosophy has its
own Anubandhas Grammar, when viewed as
a system of thought, may be shewn to hwe 1ts
particular Arubandkhas (1) Grammar has Sabde
as 1ts subject, (2) the telation of grammm
with Sabda 1s that the former analyses Sadda
mto stems and suflixes (ww&fer and gag), and
thus helps the understanding of the significance

1

aRGzfra abafirena fTRE (—Vakyapad yo 1119
and  =wgfaglry wia @ik wiEs 1— 1124
3 3w|Wy RRd Siadat qava {—Kavyadaréa 1 8

and  sEWMAR G aia gaRaad o afk a=my sfiveew
T WA (—Kiivyadarsa 1 4



40 PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRIT GRAMMAR

While explaining the expression gt Jei, as
an epithet of grammar, Sankara states that gram-
mar by division of words enables us to compre-
hend the meanings thereof. As regards
the Prayojane or object, it is definitely stated
by the expression wegrgwias, that is, the first
and foremost objeet of grammar is to formu-
late such principles as would ‘serve to dis-
tinguish correct forms from incorrect (muagw)
ones, Kaiyata righfly observes that hy the
expression WeeTgwTE, the author of the Mahabhi-
sya sets forth the immediate object of gram-.
mar and the statement rrﬁgramagéégr: TSI,
enumerates only the indirect purposes that are
served hy the study of grammar. So far
as Adhikort is concerned, it is sufficient to say
that one desirous of having the knowledge of
correct words is alone competent to take up the
study of grammar. Itis known to all students
of Hindu philosophy that the Indian teachers
have, as a rule, discussed the question of
Anubandhas in the very beginning of their
discourses, with the obvious object of inducing
people to those studies. There are reasons to
believe that this was followed as a traditional
practice, because Yaska too in his Nirukta did
not fail to treat of such Anubandhas.

Having dealt with the dnubandhas of gram-
mar, Patafijali has drawn our attention to the fact
that the statement of objects (Prayojena) is of
no use, as both the Vedas and grammar are
required to be studied without having any
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definite object in view. The question® of
Prayojana may arise with regard to other
branches of studies apart from the Vedas,
because it is definitely enjoined that the uncondi-
tional duty on the part of a Drahmin is to
make a study of the Vedns with the six
popular  Angas (grammar, ctymology, efc.)
and acquire a  thorough  knowledge of
them. fIe gives us n glimpse of tho timeo-
honoured custom regarding  the ancient
method of teaching in Indin, The Brahmins*®
are said to bave devofed themselves in gneient
times to the study of grammar just after their
Upanayant  ceremony wias over; and they
were asllowed to study the Vedas only on thoir
attaining a sufficient knowledge of grammar.
But time has much changed. People now tako
up the study of the Vedas first, as their shorter
span of existence does not allow them to master
grammar before attempting such a vast ficld of
stady. TFurther, they cannot practically afford
to devote the greater portion of their life oxclu-
sively to the acquisition of proficiency in
grammar, since they like to turn out teachers,
capable of speaking Sanskrit, in course of a short
duration. This is why they take to the study
of the Vedas just in the beginning of their

! gafafcafed va gdvsmreend 7 g 82fiqd
~—Dhisya Pradipodyota.
' yusd vAgNg HeietEld A osratd eEa
FuAMEEATEEIARAE A =t eaRkom, el @ e,
ewdta afta R yafq (—Mahbhagsa, Vol. I, p 6.
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academic carveer. Grammar is called Uftard
Pidya which is capable of being understood to a
considerable extent by intelligent students,
engaged in the serious study of the Vedas.
What Patafijali has observed here is also
applicable to much recent times. The present-
day scholars are more or less actuated by the
desire of securing recognition as Pundits in
as short a time as possible. 'With this object in
view, they engage themselves to the study of
many Sastras, though superficially, before they
have obtained sufficient proficiency in grammar
to qualify them to take up other branches of
study. The statement of Prayojona has indeed
some ofther reasons. Patafijali has anticipated
an objection that might De raised against the
so-called necessity of making a study of grammar.
We know that words—both Vedic and Zaukika
—form the subject of grammar. The study of
grammar as a science, some may argue, is of no
importance, because the Vedic words might be
learnt from the Vedas and the correctuness of
Loukika or current words from popular usages.®
The study of grammar, if pursued for the know-
ledge of words, is, therefore, nothing but useless.

Now it is simply to do away with such
unreasonable arguments that Panini wrote

his {amous Astadhyayi clearly showing the

1 T?'aréﬁ EICCaN Bzﬁlzfﬂvsr AT ARAT | qlTdS awafaa |
¥ T ffff{ﬁfqagﬁaﬂé‘rswawz BT A WG 5¢ WEAES—HIFT
TSRS IR (—Mahabhasya, Vol. I, p. 5.
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objects for which grammar <hould be studied.
The enunciation of Prayorana—hoth direct and
indirect—is, therefore, nececsary to show that
the study of srammar is indispensable for the
knowledge of the Vedic texts and the accurate
discrimination of correct Sanskrit words.

The eternality of Sabda, as supported by the
grammarinns, furnishes anether objection as
to the usefulness of grammar. As n matter of
fact, if words are held to boe eternal, the scienco
of grammar, which teaches the formation n'nd‘
analysis of words, should necessirily hdcomo
useless,! The author of the Virttika meets this
position by holding that the principles laid down
in grammar serve to put a stop to certain
undesirable  consequences.* One may, for
instance, be led to think that the root myp/
always retaina the form myji in all declensions
(nceording to the wording of the Dhittupitha);
but grammar in such a case brings forward
certain restriction, viz., grammar teaches ® that
the root myy changes to manji (gots Vyddki),
when it is followed by suffixes other than 4it.

By categories of Sanskrit grammar, we mean
precisely the fundamental concepts of grammar,
Sabda is pre-eminently the basis on which reats
the entire structure of grammatical science.

gl Al . e Mg o g
? fand npafifa Afadman o o
~-Var , 10, under the role, Tdp , 2.1, 1
> wwAa fefa fead) witfaay wwEg wlfmed @il ay-
radifa (—Tbd,
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As Sabda is intimately relaled 1o theughts
and logic, the extent of Sabda-sisire
geems to be immensely wide. The cate-
gories of grammar, looked at from a wider
point of view, comprehend almost all those
that are enumerated by the Vaigesikas. Mention |
is here made, among others, of the following
grammatical concepts:—(1) Genus and indivi-
dual (sfasuafa), (2) Co-inherence (Fravafast),
auga (inscparable connection), (8) Ietw and
Karana, (4) Quality (gw ), Substance (g ),
Relation ( @zgay ), Parts and the whole (=@aa
and stagay ), Prakyti and Viksti, and Efficiency
(wfEs ). The inclusion of Sakfié in the
grammatical categories marks, however, a
departure from the Nyaya-Vaisesika stand-points.

First, both class and individual are taken by
the grammarians as the significance of all words.
There is, as we know, a great controversy as to
whether words denote a class or an individual.
The two well-knowr grammarians Vajapyiyana
and Vyadi held opposite views with regard to this
problem, the former, like the Mimamsakas, was
an exponent of the Class-theory, while the latter
advocated the Individualistic theory. We have
elsewhere pointed out that the Naiyayikas seem
to have brought about a reconciliation between
_ these contradictory views by holding that it is
neither class nor individual alone that is usually
denoted by words, but an individual qualified

by the class ( starafapmafy ) is the meaning
of all words. As to the view of .the grammarians,
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Patafijali is of opinion that both elass and
individual are taken to be the sense of words.
He particularly ohserves that Danini had
the same view before him while framing the
rules of grammar.

Tt i< not only n the Nyiya system of philo-
sophy that we frequently meet with such terms
as grArnfygsce or co-inherence and WM or
cause, but grammar also has these concepts
and their proper expositions. The term wmAw-
fymta means ‘the state of being substratum
of two quilities’ The class of compound dnown
as Karmadhdraye is based upon the concep-
tion of such co-inherence In an instance like
Melqgan, both blueness and ‘the state of being
lotus’ inhere 1n a common substratum, ¢ e, lotus.

There is an elaborate treatment of both Hefr
and Kargna in Sanskrit giammar. The very
conception of XKaraka is intimately 1elated to
that of cause ( firnfifa< wreaw ) By Hetu is
meant the material cause. In the grammatical
conception of Hefu,' we should remember, there
18 no rcom for action. XKarane or instrument,
defined as a ‘cause assoeiated with action’
(TEd, I LY ) is intimately related to
action. There is, however, no essential difference
between Hetu and Kerana, it 18 only the associa-
tion with action that males the difference.

The question of quality comes invariably in
connection Wwith the consideration of Vigesana

1 genfe{aedl 99 wiw Faainay j—Vakyapadiya
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Vyanjana, Itaravyaverteks and Dharme are
generally the terms whereby gupa IS
denoted. The grammatical conception of-
gupa. or quality is almost the same
as we find in the Nyaya-VaiSesika systems.
Patafijali seems to have only reproduced a Sutra
of the Nyaya philosophy while he enumerates
guna as sound, touch, form, smell and taste.
Under the rule 4.1.44. TPataiijali has made
an attempt to give a clear definition of guna.
Gunw, he holds,® is what inheres in substance,
sometimes liable to destruction, found in
different classes, not produced by action and
essentially different from substance. Elsewhere,
he explains gune as what serves to distinguish
an object from others (belonging to the same
class {za@t WUn ) ;® as, for instance, the same
entity as water is said to be either hot or cold,
according to the difference of quality. Further,
he continues that gunpas are also found to
be non-differentiating (sr¥zg=®),® as a man, say
Devadatta, retains the same name, no matter
whether he is a boy, young or old. The

1

w9 Ffmasufarenefag ewd | Senthasm Ssoanat-
T And STomsmEEEE] smREy |
—Mah@bhisya under the rule, Pan,, 4, 144,
e -
avge; gefewal e gu g |
*and | Mahdbhasya under the Var, §gwary 1w, Vol. I, p. 41.

UHISREIRE AW qw (UeRRAs WAkl swfed  faae
feegwfafa

swafRE TUYS Fear FueaT ofa
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grammatical idea of Pisesana (SARETRHGH:)
is, therefore, essentially the same as that of
guna.  According to the grammarians, words
like uia, ete., are expressive of both the quality
and the object qualified. Bhartrhari, while
speaking of gupa, gives much stress' on
the differcntiating character as well as on
the dependent® wmature of gupa. Iis
dependent nature means that we cannot
couceive of a gupae or qualily without
considering at the same time a substanca in
which that particular quality might,inhere
(zmuraary,  and  ACHEWH NYTTOUEEUA, ).
Much has been said with regard to the object
and quality in Sanskrit grammar, specially in
the Mabibbasya. According to Bhartrhari,
genus, such as @M@, is also included in the
category of guality.

A substance is the substratum of qualities
( qurady gt ). Pataifijali defines substance?®
as what does not lose its essence even when
different qualities come to inhere in it. A fruit,
for instance, remains the same, when in course
of time its blucness gives way to redness.

} dufifies aaq @il wdER | qvd  quaeeiee we
gZrEay |—Vakyapadiya, 8, p. 145,

* ZGrEee U (| Helirdje Sgws v gel quwewy |

under the rule, Pan,, 5. 1, 119,

a@ JUrARERT MY 9 T @EAa a7 7eq 1—Dabsbhasys |
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Bhartrhari ! holds substance to be- eternal
and enumerates soul, object, nature, body and
the four elements as synonyms cf dravya. ‘We
give below the sum and substance of what
Helaraja has said in connection with Dravya.
Dravya, he maintains,- is of two kinds:*—tran-
scendental and popular; it is the latter that are
comprehended by Vyadi when he says that
all words signify substance. Brought up in an
atmosphere of sacred traditions and religious
culbure, the Hindu teachers are generally found
to have approached all problems from a stand-
.point that is more or less metapbysical. Thus,
while speaking of so concrete a phenomenon
as Dravyae, they have brought in’ the subtle
q .estion regarding the ultimate nature of sub-
stance, as vonceived by diffevent philosophers.’
Dravya, looked at from the transcendental stand-
. point, is the same as Soul. Those who support

the non-dualistic view are of opinion that it is the

all-pervading Soul alone that manifests itself in

manifold object and appears to be diversified in

association with different qualities (wgutfyy ). The

Buddhist philosophers hold that an object ( a5 )

having its own identity as its own mark ( TEHIH )

and capable of doing works is known as Dravya.

The followers of- the dualistic view understand

' FgueE 99 G ngeEa | gfam=a disd Saae fmara i
—Vikyapadiya, 8, p. 141.
A g WeEY ad] qafal) gufiae ggtaes Mata
.+ f@fa: —Vikyapadiya  (cmmgew), 3, p. 85.
* g9 ffad greEifae =1991fis § (—Under the Karika, 3, p. 85
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oxistenco or nature by Drarya. According to the
view of Carviakna, the four clements, namely,
carth, water, light and air which, in their parti-
cular combination produce the Lody and sense-
organs, are considered to be Draryas.
Sambandha or relation is of various kinds :~—*
it may be one ol Tdcya-Vicaka, as exists
between a word and its sense; or, one represent.
ing Bhedaka-Bhedya, s is to be found hetween
Prakpti and Pratyaya, and? as cause and effect
and so on. Words and meanings are mutunlly
both cause and effect, so far ns the verbal-know-
ledge is concerned. Having shown that the mean.
ings of words are either clags or individunl (snfq
or =fw) or, an individual conditioned by the class,
we now turn to the question as to lhow a parti-
cular word always scems to bo associated with a”
particular senso.  As this question has already
been dealt with, a fow words are only needed to
explain the rolation that exists hetween words
and their meanings. The reason asto why a
particular word always implies a particular sense
points to the existonce of certain relation,
whether conventional ® or fixed by nature, other.
wise the word gauh might have signified o
pot and 50 on. The Mimamsakas and the gram.
marians held, as we know, this relation to be

V nwg wanRde @ fo ARiqnms j—Vakyspadiya, p 112,

' gRardenfudid wea 9 (—Helbrdja,
wieuRAdat gyam; awafa; 1 —Vakyapadiys (3),p 96
wmfee; nemt gd amag— . . 10,
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t‘uel‘l'lal while the Naxyamkas explamed it as
fixed by Ged% will (‘*‘EWH * The _ question of
Sambandha .occuples a prominent pldce in Sans-
krit grammar. In grammar Sambandha 18
venerally denoted by rsr@ which is technically
called Sesa. Under the rule Pap. I1.1.49,
Patafijuli says that the meanings of §BY are one
hundred in number. One Sabda is said to be
related to another when both of them have close
affinity regarding their places of utteraunce.
" Besides this, words may have among themselves
some such relations as proximity, posteiiority,
- ete. (TrTa=d, TTHAIW).
. Samaeaya or inseparable connection is one
in which a quality stands to the objeet. In
carmani deipinam he {i—the relation of skin
with the lcopard is one of Samavaya. ‘
Avayave and Avayavt or parts and the whole
form another concept of grammar. The class of
compound known as Fkadest Samisa, the
Paribhasas, such as, Ekadeéavilsrtm'nmzanyavat,
- Avayavaprasiddheh  semudayaprasidhirb 13y asi,
and the particular division of Addhikarana,
as Aikadesika ave instances that prove the
grammatical conception of Avayaz:a and Avayavi. -
Like the Naiyayikas, the grammarians do not
take the whole to be a distinct entity from the

parts of which itis composed, but consider it
simply as an aggregate of parts.!

1

R GqRigsays: |—M. B., 1. 23,
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The grammarians have taken Prakrti to be
the final element of words ; it is either Naman ot
Dritu, Tn instances like Yapdya daru anq
Kundelaya suvargam, the grammarians take
both post and earring as modifications of wood
and gold respectively. 'Thue, Prakrti also
means the original in  Jation to Puirti o
modification. 'To the Simkhyaites, Praksti is
the primordial substance out of which the entire’
unjverse " has evolved. Bhartrhari has also
started with the doctrine that the whole world
may be viewed as only Vivarfa or modifteation
of Sa’da-Brahman,

In considering the fundamental coneepts of
grammar, we can- logically put forward what
Bhattrhari has said in connection with|
efficiency * (Sakt:) and itedifferent manifestations, f
such s, space, agent, action and time. The
conception of efficiency comprehends in itself
the idea of objects; we cannot, to be more clear, .
conceive of any cfficieney without thinking of
certain objects with which it is naturally asso- .
ciated. We can, for instance, hardly think of the ;1
power of burning unless we think of fire at the
same time. Efficiency and the efficient object,
therefore, seem to be practically inseparable,
It was on the ground of such inseparable
connection that the Naiyayikas did not include
efficiency in their categories, as an entity distinot

1 ofwed qfemasemaiEa ) e, @M B @ s
Igfiify (—Vakyapadiys, 8. 1., p 157,
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from the object. The grammarians, however,
admit that efficiency, though paretically depen-
dent on the object (dravyaparatantra), has got its
independent character too. Though inseparably
connected and entirely identical with objects, effi-
ciency has its own form (Siddhasvabhiva), since
all objécts are four'd to exhibit some efficiency
or energy, as we may call it, when they perform
some actions, What is true is that such efficiency
is not directly implied by words which signify
objects. DPatafijali has clearly shown that the
. thing €nd its qualiby or efficiency, though related
inseparably, are different; as, for instance, in
using the comparative and superlative forms, such
as, sweeter and sweetest, we do not apply the
degree of excellence to the thing itself but to
its quality, .e., sweetness.

Both space and time are regarded as Dravya
by the Naiyayikas, but the grammarians take
them as efficiency inherent in objects. Space in-
volves the notions of limit, priority, posteriority,!
and so forth. Generally, we have the idea of
space when we say ‘This is prior to it;’ ¢ This
is posterior to it;” ‘From this place onward,’
and soon. In instances like these, we get the
fifth case-endings denoting Avaedhi or Apeksa.
But when the relation bLetween the whole and
the parts is meant, we have Sas¢hs, as in Parvam
Kayasya (the fore-part of the body). The
Vaifesika system also mentions space as a

' queE gatai SuliglEnd (—Vakyapadiya, 8, p. 159.
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Drarya, and inkes spice as one eternal ontity
without division. The <o-called divisions of
space, ns north, west, ewt, ete,, nre only conven.
tional ; they are usunlly determined by the
motion of the sun (Adityagatyi),

Next we come to the second manifestation
of ecfficiency, f.c, Sadkana or activity.
This Sadhana® implies that energy or activity
of a thing wherehy actions are performed
As an  insfrument of actions, this Sadhana
is of great importance, <0 far as the gram-
matical conceptions of casee, such ns Nomi-
native, Objective, Instrumental, ete, are
concerned. The word Sddhana may e
taken as a synonym of Adrala, as both of
them imply an agent or instrument of action.
Patajali hos identified Sidhane with the com-
binntion of qualities (Gunasemudayal Sadha-
nam). What is true of a quality is that it alwnys
appears as n distinguishing mark of the thing
wherein it inheres and this isoxactly the ease
with eflicicney also, Ifelirijn, thereforo, is of
opinion that the statement Sadhanum? vai
Dravyam of the author of the Mahabhasyn
may be explained as implying the identity of
Sadhana with efficioncy. Tt is by drawing an
identity between the efficiency and the officiont
thing that Pataiijali has somotimes attributed

? frarqmfufaant awd ard fag: (—VAkyapediya, 8,1, p 173
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‘Sadhanatva to things also. As a solution of
the question as to why efficiency is considered
to be Sadhana or active agent and not things
themselves possessing such efficiency, Bhartrhari
continues to say that the whole universe seems to
have been made up of efficient force (Sakti-kala)
which reveals itself in manifold thing. The
manifold aspect and diversified character of the
‘world is due to ‘the corresponding plurality and
diversity of this efficiency. Patafijali understands
by active agent ¢ an aggregate of quality.’

Tinde is held ‘to be a kind of efficiency. The
Naiyayikas, as we know, have treated of time
as a Dravya. Time is said to be the ultimate
substrafum of the world ;* it is indivisible and
- eternal. In grammar, time has an important
place as indicative of tenses. Patafijali® defines
time as that whereby both growth and decay of
objects are perceived. The division of time into
day =nd night indicates some sorts of con-
- junction of actions with time ; action or Fyapara
means here the motion of the sun. Time
is immaterial and conceived as a symbol
of eternity. The popular division of time into
moments, hours, ete.,, are only artificial. In
grammar, we hear of three-fold division of time,
namely, present, past, and future. Under the
rule Pap. 8.2.123, Katyayana® rightly observes

-
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* that time, though essentially indivisible, is spoken )
of as present, past and fatwe in the science of
grammar. Patafijali has given three instances
indicating the three diffevent divisions of time,
as ¢ Mountains exist;’ ¢ Mountains existed’ and
¢ Mountains will exist,” and goes on to say that
in the ahove examples the existence is to be
understood as pertaining to the action of the
kings that are either present, past or would
come in future! Pataiijali has also shown the
divergent views regarding the existence of such
a division of time as ‘Present time. Some’
say, he continues, that there is nothing like
present time. Their view is thus represented :—
*The wheel does not exist, nor the amow 18
thrown ;* the streamlets do not flow towaids the
sea., The whole universe is motionless ; there is
nothing that moves; he who can reahe it is not
blind.” The second and third verses quoted by
Patafijali remind us of the arguments whereby
the Jfadhyamika® school of the Buddbist philo-
sophy set aside the popular divisions of time.
Some,* again, hold, on the contrary, that there is

! 3% yafeas Hmt qst ar oy fm )
~ Mahabhasya under the rule, Pan , 3 2 193
g gdwi, wa sfa—
“q 3R TAMY 7 TER T v GRA qEOE |
FeWise @ @ fdfeafa A Tu gafa Asmam o

* wawaAfama adeafala sgwmt 9§y 9 afaaife Tedkr
fiqad (~—Madbyamka Kanka -

4 wfe aram wmsf wifgafrRems
M Bhasya, Val 11, p. 124,
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present time, though it is imperceptible like
the sun’s movement Patafijali seems to have
been a scholar of wide culture and thoroughly
acquainted with the principal systems of Indian
philosophy, consequently it is not unlikely that
he might have studied the Buddhist philosophy
as it existed in his time. :

Next we come to Kriya or action as the last
manifestation of efficiency. The conception of
Kriya plays an important part in Sanskrit
grathmar, specially in connsction with Karakas.
Kriya ds the meaning of verbal roots (Dhatvar-
thal  Kriya).  Kriya, holds Patafijali, is
immaterial, invisible aund is only comprehended
by inference,

The method followed throughout Sanskrit
grammar is purely analytical: grammar does
never attempt to coin new words, but dissolves
words into their radical and formative elements
in accordance with the principle of Anvaya-
Pyatireka or the method of agreement and
difference. The Indian grammarians, as we
ha've said elsewhere, had g conception of
scientific methodology, as is clearly evi-
denced by the way in which they had
analysed words of so diversified character
and determined theip Prakyti and Pratyaya.
"T.his grammarians had o experience great
The suthor o1 e s, o TS

A . Mababhasya gives us a
clear iden as to how the grammarians, pro-
ceeding on the line of Anvayu-Vyativeka,
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succeeded in distinguishing the radical from the
formative elements, Wedo not like to repeat here
what we hive already said. It will suffice here to
point out that the grammarians seem to have taken
a group of similar forms such as, ghafoh, ghafens,
ghatat and pacati, pacatah, apaksit, ecte., and
then proceeded to find ont the common and
uncommon elements in them. Now the common
or unaltered element, namely, gha{a and pac,
which has not undergone any important changzo
in all those forms is called Prakpti; the un.
commen elements, on the other hand, ina, af, #i,
taf, which are linble to variations in different
forms, are termed Pratyaya. Tliis is, in short,
the process whereby the grammarians could
successfully dissolve the words.

Thongh the adherents of the doctrine of
Sphole take all words to be indivisible and
eternal and look upon all such disintegrations ns
purely artificial, we do not fail to notice the
scientific value of such a procedure that furnish-
es an instrument to get into the meaning of
words, There are three forms in which words
generally appear : sentence, inflected form, and
the radical and formative clements, OF these, n
sentence is the logical unit or the significant pirt
of speech. Words, as we have already said, have
no independent existence apart from a sentence.
According to the Pakyavadins, i.e., those who take
a sentence to be real, indivisible, and the only
significant unit, the analysis of a sentence into its
constituents, i.e., Padus, is at best artificial, but

8
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recourse is taken to this process, however ima-
ginary, as it provides the only means of showing
‘the meaning of a sentence. The Padavadins,
on the other hand, hold that Padas are real, and
seek to prove the unreality of a Falkya, as an
indivisible unit. A sentence, so to speak, is
nothing but an aggregate of Padas, consequently
a sentence has no separate existence apart from
its constituents. The aphorism of the Pratisakhya
defining Sandhi' is construed by the Padavadins
in such a way as to indicate the priority of Padas
to Samhita and the reality of Padas is thus sought
to be established. According to them, Padas,
though essentially indivisible, are analysed into
Prakrti and Pratyaye in order to brirg out
their significance. The decomposition of words
into Prakrt¢ and Praotyaye is the central
problem upon which are concentrated the entire
speculations on grammar. It is by such analysis
or Samskara, as it is often called, that the
Sanskrit grammarians could exclude Apa-
bhramsas from coming under the cognisance of
their systems of grammar. The view of Panini
and Patafijali, as explained by Bhartrhari and
Helaraja, shows that both of them were in favour
.of the Vakyavadins, i.c., Padas are unreal and
have no separate existence, whereas a sentence
is indivisible and really significant by nature.

v ugmwla: gfean (—Pratisakhya.  gep dfeqr @ife, <fear
a1 ggwAr |— Vakyapadiya, 2, 59,
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The oxpression Padakdra,! as used by Dataii-
jali, is a sufficiont indication that Padas nre
esentially unreal, It is «<imply for the under-
standing of unintelligent people that the gram-
marians have tuken recourse to such an artificial
process, as tho separation of Padas from o
sentence.

1 o -
7 @A 97 WA, ST aRgas—Mohibbisya,

Vol III, p 217, Punyataja under the Vikyspadiys Kar,, 287
4 afg gt amar mq az A9t @wa gy fagam o=ify g:‘&-vhra.
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CHAPTER III

SAMINA AND PARIBHASA

Samijiiii or grammatical technics—Paribhisds or axioms of
grammar-—Rules of grammar,

Every system of philosophy has its particular
concepts and contains necessarily a set of
correspbnding terms that are more or less
restricted in their sense. Terms of this des-
cription, which are specialised in their signifi-
cance, are popularly called Samjfia or technical
terms. The Nyaya system, specially the Navya-
Nyaya, contains a large number of such technical
terms. These words, it must be remembered,
are not used by the Naiyayikas in their popular
sense. To a Naiyayika the words Prakara and
Pratiyogin, for instance, are not denotative
of kinds and competitive respectively, but
usually express an adjunct and anything that
i3 non-existent! The wuse of such technical
terms has manifold advantage. Samgiias are
often used for the sake of brevity and

eoneiseness, and are consequently adopted in
most of the treatises on science in their
respective fashions,

1
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A Samjfia generally means an enunciation
or mention of something by name.! Vatsyiyana
has used the word S, as a synonym of Sawpjiia,
and holds that the logical or scientific procodure
comprehends enunciation, definition and exami-
nation, as necessary for the scientific treatment
of a subject.? The grammarians also, as is evident
from their method of treatment, have followed
this scientific process, To enumerate something
by name is what is known as Samjia and those
that are denoted or comprehended by guch
Samjiia are called Samjii., Pataiijali defines
Samynd as a shortest name which is adopted
for the sake of brevity.

In the Satre gfewed Pan. 1. 1.1, the word
afe: is a2 Semjia snd W and %3 are Samjil.
But how are we to know that it is a Samjia ?
The Satra quoted above forms the opening
aphorism of Panini and there is no preceding rule
like Somjia that may be taken as an Adhikara—
Satra. The question raised by Pataiijali® is that
Panini ought to have used the word Sam/#ia before
the rule greu%q, 50 as to avoid the ambiguity as
to whether gf or #1&= is to be taken as Samjia.
To recognise Frddki as a Samjiic naturally
presupposes an adequate conception of Semjiia
itself. Patafijali further observes that even the

P AR €91
¢ fafaw S| wwde e —aR wad qdar S
* wundint wwmi SSEw dned gm en

Mahabhagya under the rule Par, 1, 1,1,
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enunciation of @iy 1T is not sufficient enough
to give an accurate cognition of Sapjiia and
Samgii, as there is hardly any evidence in favour
of accepting the word 7Prddhi as a Samjid
and Zied, as Swmgii. He then refers to the
ancient teachers! whose usage is the only
criterion for the precise knowledge of a Samjiia.
That the word Frddhi denotes a Samisia (as
opposed to a Samyz) and not a Samjfii is evident
from the usages of the ancient grammarians.
The <fact is that the technical terms like Guna
and Veddhi, as used in the Astadhyayi, are
not really of Panini’s invention, but they are
rather supposed to have been borrowed from
earlier systems of grammar. Similar is the
history of all proper names, both popular and
the Vedic ; as, for instance,.the name * Devadatta,
with which parents baptise their newly-born son,
continues to gain currency in the society by the
force of popular usage. Another view that seems
to be none the less plausible is that the gramma-
tical techniecs, such as, Gunpe and Prddhi,
were t00 popular terms to require any exposition
or even enunciation. It is probably for this
reason that Panini did not think it worth his
while to make a distinct rule as Swpjnd as
would facilitate the knowledge of Samjnia.

YowEmiEg dsfafs 1 gw Sifews Ry | —Mababhasye,
Var. 4.

* A Al g sa® YeRsamE ww S Saee sh |
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gfgns: dstew: dfgw; 1—Ibid.
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Pataiijali continues further that romo gramma-
rians, wlile interproting the rulo in question,
have clearly indieated that tho word Ppddhi is a
Samjia and w2 is Sepjai. In order to bring
out the exact significance of the rulo afwtr%a‘,
some grammarinns, again, have (only given the
examples of 7pddli as, wodly, wwMlY) only
enumerated the Samyitis of Vrddlu, such s, maq.
under the rule fafg a#fe; utsig¥y and have
thus made it sufliciently clear that the word
Pridhi is expressive of w18% in grammar. The
relation between the words Frddhi and Adaic is,
therefore, one of the indicating and the indicated.
The rule serves practically a two-fold purpose:
it expresses a Samjiia as well as makes the word
Vrddhi a Sapjnd. What Patanijali’ deduces
from these facts with regard to the distinetion -
between Samjiia and Semjiit is that what
implies something 1y a Samyfia and what aro so
mmplied should be 1iegarded as a Sapjir
The author of the Virttika has suggested two
more criteria so as to show the distinction
between Samjiid and Samjiii more clearly. (1)
Samjfia is formless,? whereas Samjiis are found
to have forms Tt is a fact of common ex-
perience that a Samjna, like Devadatta, is given
to a mass of flesh having certain form

P q #enae ag saaA @ gw @ gdieR ] dfer sfy

Mahibbasya, Vol I,p 38
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Again, where there is a form, there is a difference.
Moreover, Samj#a is one, while Samjfiis are more
than one. (2) A Samjfia may be recognised by
some special mark.! Patafijali holds further that
Samjina and Samj#, like nouns ‘and adjectives,
seem to have co-inherence as well as equal
case-terminations. To the grammarians, Adaic
(which is formed by the process of Pratyahara
from the letters enunciated in the so-called
Siva-Stitra) is really expressive of sense.
Some, again, take the word 77ddhi as indicative
of thé forms of words, viz., the word Vyddhi
and Adaic ave mutually convertible. Patafijali
has suggested a few more -characteristics
whereby Samjiia snd Samjii might be clearly
recognised. Samjfids, he maintains,? like Vyddhi
and Guna, are repeatedly mentioned in gram-
mar, but such is not the case with their corres-
ponding Samjiits, for it is more convenient and
attended with more economisation of labour to
mention a Samjiia, say Vrddhi, than to
enumerate each time Adaic which contain
greater number of letters, When Sumjnas are
really adopted for the sake of brevity and
conciseness, the word Ppddhiis preferable to
Adaic from a practical point of view. Further,
it often comes to our mnotice that Samjfiv s
‘placed before the Samjfia® in the rules of grammar

faFa 91 1—var. 7.

e » S
Tafa: Fowafa ) sfgnmEss md s (—Ibid.
=31 g 9, gdmifar g9 1—1bid.

2

3



SAMINA AND PARIBHASA 65

(ns in w3g@: ). But the rule afeaz forms an
excoption, as tho word Prdd/i comos here first,
This anomaly is explained by Pataiijali as a parti-
cular instance where the word 7yddhi hins heen!
given priority only to indicate a sense of auspici-
ousness (Ry=TAR). Both Samjia nnd Samjii heing
thus reciprocally converfible, a question is raised
against their mutual dependence (wglarmga).
As 5 matter of fact, we got a Samjii like
Vrddki for Adaic and the Samjia ngain serves
to indicate Adaic. The defect of such mutual
dependence is finally set aside by Pataijjnli on
the ground of the eternality of word (fawqg
famnmam~—Vir. 0). Adaic are permanent
word-forms, for the denotation of which a
Samjiia  like FPrddki is adopted, but the
Samjii itself does not practically bring them into
existence. The eternal view of Salda® docs not,
however, render the science of grammar absolute.
ly uscless, since grammar, as it is primarily
concerned with the exposition of correct words,
serves to remove all possible confusion and
misinterpretation by the formulation of rules,
Bhartrhari has oven tried to show the porma-
nent character of such Sanmjia-Sabda and acknow-
ledges the relation between Semjiia and Samjiiz
as permanently fixed.® But this view is open

1yl waw! qea wielles ayary wferamia; vg (—
M, B. ynder the rnle Pip. 1.1.1,

g afy fren = frad gy fAada s (—T6id

* famusg e feenfey  mmfkan—Vikyspadiys, Kor
2 369,
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to objections and is contrary to our experience.
Samjiia or proper names are purely of human
invention,! men giving names to objects according
to their own desire. The arguments whereby
Bhartrhari sought to vefute this popular view are
as follows: Itis admitted that in cevtain cases
Samifias ave restricted in their denotations by
the usages of men; as, for instance, one might
say, ‘From this day the word Difka would
mean this person.’ But so far as the relation
between a Samjfia and a Samjii is concerned,
there is no denying the fact that the word
Ditha, like the word gaul,, is also connected
with its meaning Dby permanent relation.?
Bhartrhari has divided Sasmjiias into two classes—
Kytrima (as ¢, ghw, ete.) or artificial, and
Akrtrima (as Ditha) or popular names current
in the society. The so-called artificial Samjiias
are of modern origin; their significance is
confined to the area of those Sastras wherein
they are used, that is to say, they have no
meanings popularly assigned to them.

Having thus discussed the different criteria
for the recognition of Samjiid and Samjii, we
now proceed fo speak a few words more on the

And st 5 o sFae was )
TEHIQ; |
fRqufaRegq 1—Kar. 1. 870. walEAIs Rrawaa

1
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number and nature of such Semjias. Diffe-
rent systems of grammar have their different
Semjias ; as, for instance, Panini uses a¢ and
hal, whereas Katantra system has Svere and
Pynjeiia in their stead. 1t will be evident from
a study of these Samjfias that most of them are
meaningless outside the short compass wherein
they are used ; they are neither to be found in
lexicon, nor current as significant words in
their specialised sense. Samjiia-Sabda, as a rule,
are mnot derivable (=7gum); and though
popular words, such as, Prddhi, Guna, bte., are
used as Samjia, their popular significances have
practically no connection with what they signify
in grammar. Bhartrhari says that the
meaning assigned to such Semjia-Sebde by
the grammarians is to , be taken as modern
couvention, as opposed to the divine convention.
Itis to be noted here that the two Samjna-
Sabdas, namely, Svare and Pyijena, as are
to be found in Yaska’s Nirukta and in the
Katantra system, and which are undoubted-
ly older than ¢c and /%al respectively,
are really significant (®d TR =M @,
mgadgs, ). It s, therefors, believed
that the Katantra' system has preserved the
old grammatical technics more faithfully than
that of Panini, who is rather ecredited with

* Katantra gystem hss also retained such old grammatical
terms  as  Aants (Papini has  wic), © Vaertamana (bhabanti

scems  to have been the oldest term for Vartamans),
Bhavigyanti, ete, .
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having invented a peculiar way of enunciating

letters,! a’ system of Prafyalgra unknown to
other grammarians, and certain technical terms
like ac and kal, ete. ‘

The word Samjfia means ordinarily a
name. Just as an object is found to have
a good many names in popular speech, so in
grammar a form may have different Samjsias.
It is to be borne in mind that excepting a few
instances like Swvare, Vy#jena, Lopa, Dirgha,
etc., as used in grammar, there are Samjiias
as nadi, t, ghw, etc., which are absolutely
meaningless and purely artificial. There are
numerous Saemjfds in grammar; they are
made use of by the grammarians with a
view to secure the brevity and conciseness.
They may be, however, divided into two classes,
according as they are significant and meaning-
less. The Samjfias belonging to the former
group are almost the same as used in popular
speech, though with a specialised significance,
while those that come under the second group
are absolutely meaningless except in grammar.
There are certain Sumjiids, such as, Nads,? Agni,
Sraddha* which are used as types to denote res-
pectively words ending in lengthened &, , short
%, and lengthened =1, The so-called Siva-Sitras,

stgREE: | Katantra—fgd) aqaaiand: |
Fan. L 4. 8—gmqaR =t |
sgefa—Kalipa, sy, 8.
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though unintelligible by themselves and entire-
1y meaningless to otbers, representing a great
.departure from the popular order of letters,
have great importance to the students of the
Astadhysyi, as they are suitable for making
Samgias like an, in, ete, Jagadisn under-
stands by Semjiia! all names having conven-
tion or Samketa and classifies it under three
classes, namely, Naimittiki, Paribhasiki, and
dupadhiki. Samfiias are artificial; their origin
may be traced to an attempt to find ouf the
shortest symbol to denote a group of individuals.
The system of Semjiia is thus important for more
than one veason; it is the shortest possible
name for a class and consequently marked by
brevity. The Samjias eodopted in different
systems of grammar are so variant that one
cannot expect fo make a successful study of
any system of grammar without bhaving a
thorongh acquaintance with its particular sets
of Samjnds.

Logic means agreement of facts with truth,
Grammar in dealing with the formation of words
and formulation of rules has sometimes shown
strict comformity to truth, What is trne
of logic is thus true of grammar too.
Science, as is well known, takes for granted
certain axiows which are more or less self-
evident truths and consequently require
no explanation, These axioms or generalised

Y 2 S%uTA S Y8 1813, ~Sabdstaktrprakagks K. 17,
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having invented a peculiar way of enunciating

letters,! a system of Prafyahara unknown to
other grammarians, and certain technical terms
like ac and Zal, ete.

The word Saemjiic means ordinarily a
name. Just as an object is found to have
a good many names in popular speech, so in
grammar a form may have different Samjias.
It is to be borne in mind that excepting a few
instances like Swvare, Vyijana, Lopa, Dirgha,
ete., as used in grammar, there are Samjiias
as nadi, 4, ghw, etc., which are absolutely
meaningless and puvely artificial. There are
numerous Samy#ds in grammar; they are
made use of by the grammarians with a
view to secure the brevity and conciseness,
They may be, however, divided into two classes,
according as they are significant and meaning-
less. The Samjiias belonging to the former
group are almost the same as used in popular
speech, though with a specialised significance,
while those that come under the second group
are absolutely meaningless except in grammar.
There are certain Samjsas, such as, Nadi,* Agni,?
Sraddha* which are used as types to denote res-
pectively words ending in lengthened €, &, short
%, 9, and lengthened 3. The so-called Siva-Sitras,
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though unintelligible by themselves and entire-
Iy meaningless to others, representing n great
departure from the popular order of letiers,
have great importance to tho students of the
As{adhyay1, as they are suitable for making
Savyjitas  like an, in, otc. Jagadisn under-
stands by Samjia' all names having conven-
tion or Samlela and classifies it under three
classes, namely, Naimitliki, Paribhiall, and
Aupadhiki.  Samjiide arenrtificial; their origin
may be traced to an attempt to find ouf the
shortest symbol to denote a group of individuals,
The system of Samyjia is thus important for more
than one reason; it is the shorfest possible
name for a class and consequently marked by
brevity. The Samjias adopted in different
systems of grammar arc so variant that one
cannot expect to mnke a successful study of
any system of grammar without having a
thorough acquaintance with its particular sets
of Samjnas.

Logic means agreement of facts with truth.
Grammar in dealing with the formation of words
and formulation of rules has sometimes shown
strict comformity to truth. What is true
of logic is thus true of grammar too.
Science, as is well known, takes for granted
certain axioms which are more or less self-
evident truths and consequently reguire
no explanation, These axioms or generalised

v g 4%qama g1 93fa -q.‘\ﬂxa,-—ﬁnbd-@nkuprskmki Kar, 17,
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statements (deductions) ave = freely made
“use of by different- systems of philosophy.
These are deduced from common experience.
Geometry; for instance, begins with' a number
of such axioms (e.g., the whole is greater than its
-parts) and shows ' their applications in the
exposition of problems. Logic, as a science, has
also its particular axioms (a thing is what
it is, viz., the law of identity) which are nob-.
only applicable to logic alone but .are found
to be used in other departments of science for
their incontestable validity. Here we find the
reason why logic is popularly called the
‘science of all sciences’ It has added un-
doubtedly to the scientific character of grammar,
for it has also treated of such axioms. These
axioms or generalised statements are known in
grammar as Paribhasas. The fact -that is
-established by the Paribhasa'—° A thing does
not essentially become a different one even when
some of its parts get deformed,’ or, more clearly,
‘A dog does mnot become anything but a dog
" when its tail is cut off’—is omne of common
experience and equally true in ordinary life also.
In grammar we find a good many Paribhasas.
The Paribhasas, as used in grammar, may be ex-
plained as what represent the highest gram-
matical generalisation. The  Paribhisa may
be broadly divided into two classes : 1) Pari-
Ohasds. which are' not ‘restricted in their

1
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applications to grammar alone but equally hold
good in other spheres of experience; (2) Pari- |
bhagae that are closely associated with gram-
matieal operations and contain technieal terms
of grammar. The Paribhazas like um3m-
fawmanTaas, etc., which docs not contain any
grammatical term and are true to all sciences,
belong to the former group of the Paribligas.
The Paribhagas falling under the second
category are those that contain grammatical
technies and are couched in grammatical terms,
such  as, xAgYd dwwfomuy,  Sogfaam
Frn g siawl, ete.  These cannot bo ex-
plained for obvious reasons without referenco to
grammar, From a study of the Paribhagae
belonging to the former class, it appears that
they are decidedly the older and more popular
than those coming under the second group. Weo
fail, however, to trace their origin with a degree
of certainty. They are sometimes presupposed
by the rules of Panini and sometimes deducible
from the rules of the Astadhyiiyl. Panini had
undoubtedly before him many axioms of this
description when he composed the rules of the
Astadhyayl, It is clear from the statement of
Niagojr* (who has collected these Paribhigis—122
in number and explained them) that some
of these Paribhaslls were used as regular

U opfiniavans amfmen gielaad mysamiaym
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Sutras by older grammarians. Panini has,
however, incorporated some of these Paribha-
sis in his Astadhyayi' and some of them are
suggested by the rules. The Paribhasis estab-
lished by either Jiapaka or Nydye have heen
refered to by XKatyayana and Patafijali.
Generally speaking, there are three kinds of Pari-
bhasas :—(1) Viacaniki—verbatim used as Sibra
by older grammarians ; (2) Jiidpalka—as deduced
from the inberpretations of Panpini’s rules; (3)
Nyaye referring to the axioms either taken
from ¢the experience of ordinary life or estab-
- lished by logical inductions. There are, again,
two different forms of Nyaya—Nyaya-Siddha
and ZLoka-Nyaya-Siddhe. The Paribhisa—
gfamamaw fafuxfafad afeamw—is an instance
of Loka-Nyaye-Siddha, hecause the truth it
conveys is sufficiently proved by the facts of daily
life, »iz., ‘A thing should not be the cause of
destroying that wherefrom it derives its very
existence.’” These Paribhasas are of practical
help to us for understanding the rules of the
Astadbyayi. Nagoji has not only taken notice of
those Paribhasas alone which might be deduced
or taken directly from the Varttika or the
Bhasya, but has undoubtedly treated of the
Paribhasas taken from other grammarians.
'There is a Paribhasa® which expressly enjoins

1 ey gefafy: —Pan. 2.1, 1.
fanfau§ o3 @@aq —Ibid, 1. 4. 1,
? v fafvafaufha f d@ereawa |
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that for the removal of doubt and ambiguity in
connection with a rule of grammar, the inter-
pretations of the learned commentators are to
be regarded as the only authoritative and decisive
ones, Some Pgribkasas with their respective
meanings have been referred to in the ¢ Linguistic
Speculations of the Hindus’ under ‘Logic of
Grammar.’

Having shown the nature of Samjfigs and
Paribhagas according fo their grammatical
Interpretations, we now propose to say a* few
words regarding the characteristics of the gram-
matical aphorisms. The style followed by the
grammarians in constructing the rules is the
same as adopted in the so-called S#atra literature.
This style of composition, in which most of
the standard works of Hindu philosophy have
been written, was adopted by the grammarians,
as they unduly favoured brevity and concise-
ness, sometimes to the extent of unintelligibility.
How much the grammarians favoured brevity
and conciseness in the composition of Sutres is
best illustrated by the Paribhasa “T¥wmTaTETH-
9 ydlq@d @ qarmean.’  The characteristic
features of grammatical rules are as follows ;—
(1) The Samtras shonld be so framed as to
~contain the least number of lefters., (2) The
Satras to be constructed in such a way as to
avoid ambiguity and doubt. (3) Lhe Sutras

: asne}me&"ﬂ’mﬂﬂ foadigan 1 fagfantad = qd wafkdr
fagi1
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must be impregnated with meanings. As
Panini?! is said to have composed the rules of
the Astadhyayi with all religious solemnities
and great caution, Patafijali strongly believes
that even a letter of his aphorisms, far from
. speaking of the entire rule, is not likely to
be meaningless. (4) The Sttras must have
widest applications. This is exactly the case
so far as the gemeral rules ( sg@wfafa: ) are
concerned. (5) The Sutras should be free from
all defects and reasonable at the same time.
The Swtras having these qualifications generally
fall under six categories, namely, Samjiia,
Paribhasa, Vidhi or rules that enjoin some-
thing, Nigama or rules that enjoin restrictions,
Pratisedha or prohibitive rules, and Adhikara.
Samjia Stutras are those that point out gramma-
tical technies, such as, Vyddhi, Gunpa, ZLopa
(disappearance), ac, hal, ete. As regards the
Paribhasa Sitras, we have already pointed
out that certain Paribhasas were incorporated
by the grammarians in their systems of gram-
mar as regular Stufras. The Adhikdrq Sitras
are of four kinds.® Patafijali has illustrated
three different kinds of Adhikarq.

As to the principle followed in the forma-
tion of rules, it must be clearly stated that it was

1
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indeed a great difficulty to make a thorough study
of each word. We are told that Indra}! even
under the tutorship of Brhaapati, and continuiny
his study for a great length of time, failed to mahe
an exhaustive study of words. How then the
grammariins had suceeeded in such an arduous
task ? Pataiijali rightly obeoryes that the rules of
grammar should be framed on the scientific
basis of genernlisation and partieulrisation,? <o
as to enable one to make n study of words,
though so diver-ified and numerous, with the
least amount of effort. Ho clearly shows that
the rules amAwre, Pan, 3, 2. 1 and amtsgosd &
Pin. 3. 2.8, were written by Pinini having
the same object in view. .

Now us to what constitutes a grammar.?
Pataiijali bas eluborately dealt with the question
in regard to what is precisely meant by grammar,
It is too wcll hnown a fact that it is the Satras
that constitute grammar or, in other wonds,
grammar is entirely identieal with the Sgtras,
We use the word Vyakarana with reference
to a number of Satras and do not practically
understand anything else. But there are certain
objections in the way of aceepting this view as an
accurate one. The difficulty that arises on the

1 Mababhisys, Vol I,p 6.
' eqwhandl) wligpad wvier  wiTzaan—MNabablisys
Vol 1,p. 6
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assumption of identity between grammar and
Sitras is that the question of relation, as is
indicated by the expression (=aRvuer €aq ) ‘ the
rules of grammar’ becomes necessarily incom-
prehensible or incompatible, that is to say, the
above expression clearly indicates that grammar
is actually different from the Satras. Again,
no cognition of words would be possible, if
grammar were identified with the Sitras, be-
cause the knowledge of words does not practi-
eally follow from the Sttras, but rather from the
interprétations and expositions of such rules.
Words are then held to bhe constituents of
grammar and this view is considered to be
sufficient to meet the aforesaid objection.
But this is also not absolutely free from
defects, inasmuch as the identity of grammar
with words would render the derivation of the
term  Vyakarane ( =nlerRaa a\rﬁma:[??{ b (Eoa
Haa(q) simply inconsistent. The drift of the
arguments is that words are derived by means
of Satras and not by other words. Moreover,-
the rules like ¥, Wwigzw, aa wa:, 7 T=w,
ete.,, will be inconsistent with their meaningé,
if words are held to be identical with grammar.
In fine, Patafijali sets forth the conclusion that
words and Stutras in their combination form the
life of grammar ( TxuE=wy SHTARTTH )-

The word Sandhi literally means conjunc-
tion of two; in grammar it implies the combina-
tion of two letters having close proximity. The
definition of Sandhi as given by Panini (which

-
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is also to be found in the Nirukta) lays stress
on the extreme proximity of letters, whether
vowels or consonants, as the primary condition
of Sandhi (Paral sannikarsak Sumhita).

It has already been pointed out that tho word
is the same as sound, A word is, again, of two
kinds, namely, sound as produced by the beat of
drum, and sound as distinctly audible and ox-
pressed by letters. To the former class belong
those sounds which are not capable of being re-
presented by letters and have no real expressive-
ness like popular words that consist of letters,
These lettors, whether 48 or 49 in number,
represent phonologically all possible modulations
of voice. There are eight different places, such
as, chest, throat, nose, head, tongue,” roof of the
tongue, teeth and lips wherefrom letters are
produced and they are named accordingly. The
order in which letters are to be read is said to be
fixed (Siddhovarpa-samamnayalt), but Panini
seems to have shewn some amount of ingenuity,
as he gives rather a clumsy arrangement of
Ietiers only to serve the purpose of forming the
Pratyakaras. The method adopted by Panini
may be scientifically accurate, but it really marks
a departure from the popular order of letters.

The subtle form of Nade having its origin in
the Muladhare proceeds upwards till it reaches the
vocal apparatus and becomes audible; it develops
into distinct sound when it clothes itself with
letters. This is usually the process whereby letters
are produced. Letters are transient and liable to
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disappear just after their utterance is over.
According to the time required for pronouncing,
a sound is said to be short, long and protracted.
Tetters are broadly divided into two classes :
Svara and Vyaiijana. Svara is so called because
they are distinctly audible by themselves;
Vyafijana requires the help of vowels for their
intelligibility. The use of ac and hal in the place
of more popular terms Svere and Fyaiijana
represents one of Panini’s manifold innovation.
There are generally two different ways in
which® words are uttered—rapid and slow.
Patafijali maintains that close proximity is to
be taken as the fundamental condition of
Sandhi. 1t then follows almost naturally that no
such Samhita or the combination of letters takes
place when two words are uttered at intervals.
It is said in defence, however, that proximity
of letters is the same, whether they are uttered
rapidly or slowly. Itis practically the time, asis
required by the speaker to pronounce the words,
that makes the utterance either rapid or slow.
Three! definitions have been suggested to explain
Samhita, but no one is found to be strictly
accurate and free from defects. The last tenta-
tive definition,? which brings in the idea of order
as priority and posteriority among letters, uttered

h3

wEfaCE: dfeat; swifEw: @fa; daledaa atd dfear
—Mahabhasya under the rule Pan., 1. 4. 109,
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without any intervention of time, is also open to
objection, because the very idea of priority and
posteriority is inconceivable in regard to letters
that are never uttered simultaneously. Qataa is
to be understood with reference to space, as we
apply the terms Parve and Apere to things
when they are found to exist simultaneously.
But such is not the case with lefters. It is
practically seen that we cannot pronounce two
Tetters at a time.! The vocal organ that operates
in pronouncing the letter ga is not the dame
that gives rise to ow-sound and so on. Again,
for the transient character of sound, ga is
no longer existent when axz is unttered. It is
to be carefully noted here that Paurcaparya,
as stated here, is not to be taken as referring to
time, because letters are liable to destruction after
the ntterance is over, and there can be no
relation as priority and posteriority between the
existent and the non-existent letters Patafijali,
then, arrives at the conclusion and brings the
whole discussion to a close when he holds that
Paurvaparye, as the essential requisite of
Samhita, pertains to intelligence, that is to say,
the determination of priority and posteriority of
letters is the operation of intelligence.? An
intelligent man adopts the following procedure

! cAwedafiEery  wwftandfears antam—Var 10,

TR a1 A N gwgEatn) A amt g awada
AT 7 AESHTY ... Mobabhisys

*  gfgfawady wwr Galude-—Mababhagya.
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in ascertaining the order of Paurvaparye :—
This word is to be used in. this sense and this
word consists of theseletters. Then, he proceeds
to determine them one affer another.

There is another definition of Samhitd given
in the Pratisakhya! which has also given rise
to a considerable discussion. The main difficulty
lies in the way of disjoining the compound
Padaprakyti which admits of double infer-
pretation. If we take the expression Pada-
prakrti as meaning g 1 umfy Q4 uzgusfqa,
it woald wnaturally follow that Sambita or
combination is the original form of speech
wherefrom Padas are separated. It is quite
evident from this exposition that Samhita
represents the original form, whereas Padas
are only modifications. According to another
interpretation, which ftreats of the expression
Padaprakrii  as an instance of Bakuvrihi
and lays down that Padas in their combination
constitute Samiitd : Padas are to be taken as
Prakrti and Samhita as merely modified forms.
The question raised here is one of great impor-
tanee, as it forms the fundamental problem of the
linguistic science. The point at issue is to
deeide which of these (Semhits and Padas)
vepresents  the  original  forn, Durga * has
advanced arguments to show that Samhita is
Prakpli and Padas vepresent only Vikrti. He

1 SHPET o
sznsfo Sfear

Pl wafaE smug v—Nirubts, p. 135,
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has based his arguments on the fact that the
Vedic Ifantras have come down to us in their
Samhita form (but not as isolated Padas);
Sambhita or combined forms ave first studied by
the Vedic scholars and the Mantras are specially
recited in their Semhita form at the time of
sacrificial performances, It is an established fact
that we do not meet with an instance of fagf
in the Vedic 2laniras.

A careful study of the rules concerning
Samkita will make it clear that the principles
underlying such Samhifa are based on regular
phonological basis. The rule %@t yafy, which
enjoins that ¥, 9, %7, followed by age, are
changed to y, v, r respectively, records rather
a phonetic tendency according to which g+,
when uttered at a stress, are apt to take
the form of ¥ and so on. The transformation
of ginto ¥, asin gwa, is due to the fact that
both = and g are letters that originate in the
same place and have necessarily natural affinity
for combination. Jaimini' has clearly stated
that in gwa& letters do not undergo any
modification but a new letter comes into exis-
tence. The rule wWHsTAR: enjoins that
in case of Jdefa, o letter having close affinity,
either through the internal efforts or owing to
the similarity of place of utterance, is to take
the place and function of Sthani.

1 gotmuafiE Mim, Sitrs, L1, 13,
11
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These instances will suffice to show that the
rules of Samhita are outcome of natural ten-
dencies, as are illustrated by phonetic laws.
In popular usages, Samhila is sometlmes obli-
zatory and sometimes optional. It is thus
stated in a Karikd : Samhita?®is obhvatmy in
Padas ; between roots and prefixes and in com-
pounds ; in all other cases Samhita is optional.

There are, broadly speaking, five kinds of
Sandhi, according to the nature of letters that
enter into combination. Among these five,
the so-called Pralkrti-Sandhi -(an instance
of Sandhi which is not attended with necessary
changes and modifications) forms a peculiar
group. We call them peculidar in this sense
that the instances of Prakrti-Sandhi are so rigid
that they _retain their original forms intact
and do- not. come under the general principles
of Samhita.. In an instance like Iate- ime
where no change is brought about by rules
of Sandhi, it is really difficult to distinguish
it from ordinary forms. In cases like this, Sandhi
isto be determined only by accents. Similarly,
compounds and non-compounds were distin-
guished in the ancient Vedic age simply through
the instrumentality of accents,

When a conjunction between two letters
takes place in Samhita, we usually find that
two individuals do not retain. their separate

dfedaud frat fia wrmesd:) o o
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forms but merge into one and consequently
give rise to a now letter which, though prac-
tically different from them, has closo affinity
with those letters, In the course of combination,
lotters are sometimes dropped as in Prsodaral
and sometimes, they undergo modifications
as in Dadhyafra. The changes and modifica-
tions brought about by Sandhi are natural and
not artificial. In etymological ! explanations
of words we find instances of productions of
letters (Gavendrah), inversion of letters (Simiral:),
modifications of letters (Sodasal) and.disap-
pearance of letters (Prsodarall).

U adee maw i adfeada: Gt fae ey adaim;
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CHAPTER IV
THRORY OF SPHOTA

Theory of Spltefa~identity of Sphota wwith Prorera~its origio sni
nature—~arguments against tha assamption of Sphofa.

Phe Hindu grammarians are credited with
having.lor the first time enunciated the doctrine
of Sphofa which forms one of the outstanding
features of Sanskrit grammar., It is at once
the essence and result of Indiun speculations
on grammar; it embodies the careful ingenuity
and keen-sxghteduess on the part of the Indian
grammarians, and ultimately proves by drawing
identity between Sphofd and Brahman that
Sabda-tattva and DBrahma-tattva' are only
different in name but essentially convertible with
each other. The grammarians have, howerver,
carried this theory to suech an extent and
traced the final germ of speech to so subtle an
element as to place the dissertations on words
more or less upon a metaphysical level.

The history of Sphofe, judging from the
height of contemplation it discloses, is caleulated
to reveal a mystical vision, and shows a

AR ER WQW "I}Uh‘la 99, ||~Veiyikaranabhisgans, Kar. 7‘..
snd f=ii § A8 wAE ¢ |

JaRfyd aw w=aw 929 (~-Vokyapadiys, Kar. 1.
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peculiar  pious  tondency  which scoks to
explain all phenomens as emanating from
somothing divine, The original concaption of
Sphofa goos back to the most creative poriod of
Indian thought, wo mean the Vedic, when Vak
was considered to bo a manifestation of all-
pervading Brahman; Pranava regarded as the
ultimate germ of all specch-sounds and Sabda
viewed as an imperishable and potontinl factor
in the creation of the world. Philosophy, so to
speak, begine with concrete objects of thought
and finally arrives at more and more nico
abstraction, The grammarians, in the samo way,
started with the physical analysis of words and
conceived sound as what clothes itself with
letters, They proceeded stil further and on
‘minute examination of internal phenomena,
grasped the remotest form of speech, riz,, Sphola,
that is manifested by sound, cternally existent,
indivisible and really expressive of sense.!

It is, however, difficult to ascortain as to
when and with whom this theory had first
originated. History does not definitely montion
the name of any particular philosopher, 30 far as
‘the authorship of this theory is concerned. All
that we know about its history is that this theory
received a strenuous support at the hands of
grammarians, while almost every systom of
Hindu philosophy had attacked it mereilessly
and rejected it as being absurd and inconsistent.

* afaawr, f, ;g
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We do not, however, definitely know of any
grammarian who may be said to have formulated
this doetrine, nor do we find any specific mention
of Sphofa in the aphorisms of grammar. We
only repeat that our knowledge is not permitted
to proceed beyond the limit that the theory of
Sphota found much favour with the grammarians,
who seem to have carried it to such an extent
as to finally inter-weave Sphofa with Brahma-
tattva, thus raising the artificial character of
grammatical speculations to the dignity of theolo-
gical discourses. But this is not the sufficient
reason why we should take this theory as one
of grammatical origin. On the other hand, it
might be maintained with a greater degree of
certainty, on the evidence afforded by some other
popular theories of unknown origin, that the
Indian grammarians had already found the
nucleus of the theory in existence in some form
or other. They interpreted it consistently with
their views and finally made it their own by
giving it a distinctly grammatical stamp. What
the grammarians have practically done with
regard to this theory is that they popularised it
with all earnestness and ultimately incorporated
it into their systems as a tenet of fundamental
importance. Similar is the original history of
some of the popular doctrines of Hindu
philosophy. The main doctrines of the
Samkhya school, for instance, seem to have
been transmitted through generations as a
common heritage of man and current as a
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distinet line of thought loug before they were
systematised by Kapiln or Paiicagikha. In
this process of lracing the origin of old doc.
trines, we may be allowed to seek for some clue
ag to why the Vedas are emphatically decldred by
orthodox teachers as works not of human arigiu ;
and why it is authoritatively laid down that
the Seers, who are mentioned by names in the
Vedic bymns, are far from being tho real
authors.}

To give a clear idea of Sphofa, we find it
necessary to start with Prapaca, It has repeat.
edly been stated in the Vedic literature that
the mystic syllable, fe., Prapara, represents
the primordial speech-sound wherefrom all
forms of Pal;are supposed to have been evolved.
This sacred combination of three particles
(=, 9, q), which is still uttered with the ntmost
1everence and regarded as a positive emblem
of the suprome God, is said to have flashed
forth into the heart of DBrakman, while ho was
absorbed in deep meditation. Pranara unfolded
itself in the form of Gdyafri, which again
gave birth to the throe Vedas—this is how
the cosmic world came into existonce from so
subtle an entity as Sabda. When we present
this orthodox view in all its bareness and accord-
ingly maintain that the entire world of Vark
has Pranave as its ultimate source, we should

b wmaRe v R N e fenar i i midse
o gCay;—Mobhabhigavats Parnam,
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crave the indulgence of modern scholars who
ave likely to discard it as an unscientific and
irrational theory. The Suta-Samhita® divides
Prapave into two kinds, namely, Pare and
Apara. The former is the same as Brakman,
while the latter is identified with Sadda. Tt
must be admitted at the very outset that while
dealing with so mysterious a thing as Pranave
and showing the orthodox belief in the potency
of Sabde, we are really drifted to a land that
lies far beyond the range of common experience.
Pronade has two more aspects—exzternal and
internal-—corresponding to those of Sphofa.
Vacaspati > in his gloss under the aphorism
fasftwr ar snfawel has attempted to show
the internal aspect of Splota. There is a lotus,
it is said, having eight petals, that resides in
the region between heart and abdomen ; the
three constituents of Pranave represent in the
lotus, the solar, the lunar and the fiery regions
respectively. Above 'it, as the Brakmavadins
are only allowed to perceive, rests the Brakma-
Nade assuming the form of wrdmtar. This
FYATET (capable of being perceived only
by the Yogins) which represents the Turiya
or the fourth part of Prangve that resides in

1
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" the heart of all beings, is called Nada-Sphofa.
It is emphatically laid down that the consum-
mation of Yoga lies in the positive realisation
of this absolute entity. Reference is made
to this Nada in the Markandeya Purdina,’!
where it is identified with Sakii or the supreme
potency that exists from eternity and is not
capable of being uttered by vocal organs. The
history of the Hindu * Trinity of gods’ seems to
have a close connection with the theory of

- Prapava, for the three elements (=, §, /) * con-
stituting the Prapave are popularly believed
to represent the three principal Hindu deities,
viz., Brahman, Vispu and Sive. Now it is
almost safe to assert without any ‘contention
that Sphote, taken as an imperishable unit of
vak (usually manifested by sound), which
finally accounts for the evolution of speech,
is analogous to Pranava; or, to take a
still more orthodox view, it is the same as
Pragava. Moreover, the expressions like =f{arc
ua @at am and ¥ f¥ wAT=wEwEfH:  which
are, strictly speaking, applicable to Sphote
also, serve to confirm our belief regarding the
identity between Pramave and Sphota. The
analogy is so striking that Nagesa does not
hesitate to compare Sphota with the internal
phase of Pranava.’

t wdqr feran fren gt fRe ) L :
* g9 e RWHWIEY 9 |~—Leghumaijua, p. 889
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In the TUpanisads, however, we miss the
form Sphole in its grammatical significance,
but we frequently meet with the words Prapava
and Alsnra as expressive of Bruliman.  Conse-
quently, the specifie term Sphofa, as understood
hy the grammarians, seems to have acquired a
speeial meaning at a later period, when the gram-
matical speculations began to obtain more and
more  philosophical treatment and ultimately
encronched npon the domain of pure metaphysies.
'The Seers of the Upanigads have already declared
in unmistakable terms that Brakinen is reducible
to Prepava, or, Pirenora 18 a living symbol of
the Supreme Being., Accordingly, they have
advoeated the worship of Pragave * as a form of
spivitual practice that leads to a statc of per-
potual blise, So mueh sanectity and reverence
were accorded to  Praugeea and its potency
and  spivilunl  charaeter  eulogised in such a
manner that Pragere came 1o be recarded as
Bralonan iself. What a unique place Prapave
ceenpied in the spivitual thought of India is
evident from  the mumerous Vedie passages aund
from the traditions that have gathered round if.
from the Vedie timas.  In the Yoga system of
Pataiijali, Prosans i< nat only held as what posi-
tivedy densins the Supreme Being,® but repeated
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mind We may thus adduce abundant evidence 1n
defence of the sacred character of  Pranara
All scriptural passiges, speewlly the Vidie
hymns, begin, as a rule, with this micred sy Hable
The natural outcome of such speculations
exalting Pranaca to divinity accounts, if we are
allowed to hold, for the «volution of the theory of
Sabda-Brakman, so conspicuonsly dealt with by
the reputed author of the Vahyapadiya Wehave
dilated at great length upon the unique spintual
aspect of Pranara, with a viow to prepare the
ground for the behief that Sphofa, lihe Pranaca,
1s ultimately convertible with Brakman !

The four forms of Vek, denominated as
Para, Paéyant, Madhyama and Vatl hari,
may be viewed as mdicating the different stazes
through which Sphota (Nada-Vindr) recenes
manifestation  Both Para and Pagyant; are too
subtle and delicite to be comprehended by sense-
organs, the former residing in the Muladhara ®
m the shape of molionless Vindw, and the
Intter commg up to the naval region pushed by
the mternal wind Of the four forms, 1t 1s
Mgdhyama that mdicates Sphota  All these are,
however, more or less mysterious  ‘Ihe popular
form, vz, Pakhart 13 what1s uttered by the yoeal
organs and 1s capable of being heard by ofhers

} wmfRmYn AW A%aE grw—Vakyepadiys Kar 1 mpid
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It is further! held that Nady is simultaneously
produced by Madhyama and Vailkhari, but there
is considerable difference between the two. We
may have some cognition of Nade as produced
by Madhyama, either at the time of counting
(Japa)? or when ears are shut up. What is of vifal
importance is that this form of Sabda, as is mani-
tested by madhyama-nada is what we precisely
call Sphota ; it symbolises Brahman and has
eternal existence. Sphota is further said to be
essentially one and without divisions. These
are, in short, the salient characteristics of Sphota.
According to this theory, however, it is one and
the same indivisible Sphota that is represented
by 7Varna, Pada and Vakya, just as one and the
same face ® appears to be long and round when
seen through stone, sword and looking-glass,
or, as a piece of stone, taking reflection from
red or blue flowers, seems to be either red or
blue. The difference between #4¢ and ga*
is not practically due to the diversity of Sphota,
but points to the peculiarities of sounds that serve
to manifest Sphofa. It is to prove both the
unity and indivisibility of Sphofa that it is often
compared to the sky and consciousness
which, though one and admits of no fractions,
are said to have such attributive difference

FN42T AEREEE! A€ SqUGR—Matjisa.
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as, wzrave, waTwwr and Jira, livara, respect-
ively. Those who fake w3 and amgm to he
similarly indivisible units, express their views
in the following way: Just as lotters are
devoid of parts, so no Jotters are comprehended
in Padas as their constituent elements, Strictly
speaking, it is not admissible to tdke words
separately by splitting up a sentence.  To those
who advoeate the divisibility * of both Pada and
Pakya, it is the last letter that indicates Sphola,
each preceding letter being only necessary fr o
cognition of the intended sense. .

In view of the difforence botween Jadhyama
and Pgikhari, we may divide sound into two
kinds,® namely, natural or everlasting (inexhaus-
tible) and unnatural or momentary, It is
the natural sound only, which is generated by
Madhyama, that suggests Sphota. The unnatural
(aprakrla-dhvani) sound is so called beeause it
rises from Prakrta-dlwvani and undergoes an
amount of modifications in the shape of long and
short sound. Spkofa being essentially ono and
without any modification is not atall effected
by the quick utterance of sound, which
practically refers to Pikria-dhvani. Considering

1 q? w qui frow dNEEN 590 AmEe qIoaeat wRE
7 @gd 1— Vakyapadlya, 1, 77.
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Sphota to be permanent, as an internal
phenomenon, the grammarians have shown
but scanty vregard' to the logical view
advocating the momentary character of Sabda.
The existencs of a permanent form of Sabda, as is
represented by Sphote as such, proves a dubious
point, so much so that it merited no support
but adverse criticisms from all leading systems
of Hindu philosophy. While they speak of
production and destruction of Sabda, the Naiya-
yikas seem to have Karya-Sabda (as opposed
to Sphota) in their view. They vefused
to take a more psyvchological view of
Sabde apart from what appear to be a matter-
of-fact one. Consequently, they lost sight of
those internal operations that are associated with
the evolution of sound that goes to prove
the existence of a permanent source of sound
(Sphota). Another point which is none the less
important in this connection is that Spfiofa alone,'
as is evident from its derivative meaning, is really
associated with the expressiveness of sense.? It
is for the sake of convenience and popular
practice that we assign meanings to Sabdas, but
a closer examination of both the internal and
external facts will show that Sphota is finally
the significant element of speech.

As to the reason why Sphote is said to be
"one that does not admit of any division into
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parts, we shonld frankly state that the ultimate
nature of Sphofa, fo Inr as it is bronght to our
comprehension by sound, lefters and cambinn.
tion of words, scoms to be undifferentiated,
Physical structare of words only differs by virtue
of 'ikpla-dhcani, but the very life of Salula, or,
more clearly, the original Mdda, is abeolutely one
and  practically changeless, What woe really
menn is that, though the word Gaulh differe
from the word Glofali both in physical and
pevehologieal nspeets, the ultimate gorm giving
rice fo such sound i< really one nnd the same,
Sphola  being one and permanent, Bhartphari
rightly obcerves that such difference, as fs
caused by sound, fs not at all essentinl,  The
apparent difference ! of words is thus due fo that
of sound wherehy Sphofaiv indieated.  Sphofa
is practicalls one; it is only the indicator of
Splofa, viz, sound, that difTers.

It is evident from what we have noticed
nbove that it is diflicult to form a definite idea of
Sphota without a proper investigation into the
internal phenomenn connected with the evolu-
tion of sound. We assume the existence of
such a mystic clement beyond sound only
through the instrumentality of external sound
that serves to indicato Sphofa. But we are
never allowed to demonstrato its oxistence with
a greater degree of vividness, There is no

v A2 agpafmmeRizam i 5% el fRzmagi
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doubt that the internal operations, as referred to
above, and connected with the materialisation of -
thought into sound, are what actually take place
in the utterance of sound. It can hardly be
denied that in the course of such translation
something that lies dormant within (A4vyakta)
gets ifself manifested by degrees while passing
from the innermost part of the body to the vocal
apparatus. The internal wind which plays so
important a part in the fransformation of con-
sciousness into sound has been alluded to in
conneetion with the psychological aspects of
language (vide Linguistic Speculations of the
Hindus).

In oppsition to the Naiyayika standpoint,
according to which Sabda is momentary and
consequently liable to both production and
destruction, Patafijali has stvougly supported
the permanent character of Sabda. It is curious
to note that the attributives whereby he usually
characterises Sabda, or more properly, Splota, are
exactly those that are often ascribed to Brahman.
There is convincing evidence that Patafijali, as
a representative grammarian, had early realised
the distinction between two kinds of Sabda,!
namely, created and permanent. It is explicitly
with reference to Splhofe or permanent word-
form that be used such expressions? as, Nitya,

* 2y ¥} w=ranaY e sigw |—Mehabhasya.
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Avikart and Kafastha., In connection with the
" exposition of the class-theory of Sphofa, as
opposed to the individualistic one, he has given us
'some glimpse into the salient features of Splhofa.
-Sabda is, maintains Patafijali,! what is perceived
by - auditory organs, comprehended by intellect,
manifested by sound and pertains to the sky. This
definition, if we are allowed to style it as sueh,
though concise and garbed in highly philosophieal
language, seems to le impregnated with deep
significance, and purports to bring out the ckact
meaning of Sphofa. Having regard to the
importance of this definition, we think it
worth while to take up the expressions of the
Bhisya one by one and explain them in the
light of Kaiyata and Nagesa. Perceptible by the
sense of hearing is used to indicate that the
organ of hearing is only a fraction of ether?
wherein Sabde or sound is directly perceived.
Both Nyaya and Vaisesika systems have taken
Sabda to be a positive quality of ether. Sound?*
which has its origin in the vibration of ether is
capable of being perceived only by the organs
composed of the same element. Pataiijali scems
o have an accurate knowledge of the scientific
fact in regard to the production of sound.
The expression comprehended by intellect offers

v geafuifzfam entafsa w1
—Vol.I,1.1.2,p. 18
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an explanation as to how words, though consist-
ing of letters that are liable to disappear as soon
as they are uttered, are found competent to
express the intended sense. The answer is the
same as suggested by the Naiyayikas.! It is prac-
tically from the last letter that the cognifion
of the entire word is derived together with the
impressions produced by the preceding letters. .
It is evidently an intellectual operation which
enables us to retain the recollection of the entire
structure of a word, even when we hear the last
letter “alone. Manifested by sound implies that
Sphota, though permanent, is not always com-
prehensible, but comes under our cognition only
when the vocal organs are engaged in operation
for its manifestation. Nagesa states expressly
that the oneness of ether implies similar oneness
in vegard to Sabda or Sphofa. We speak of
priority and posteriority in respect of Sabda just
in the same way, as we are apt to say ghatikasa
and mathakdse having regard only to the difference
of attributes. ‘Ohf hoth ether and Swlofa, the -
so-called difference is only due to their differént
attributes (upadii). The singular number in
Sabda is intended, as Nagesa points out, to indicate
both the unity and indivisibility (TFaAETEY)
of Sphota. ‘
It is quite evident from what he has said of
Splhota that Patafijali recognised three prominent

1
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characteristies of Sphota, viz., unity (Bkalva), indi-
visibility (dkhandatoa) and cternnlity (Nityatva).
In considering the question of time (as is required
for the utterance of a word), he rightly observes
that it is sound that seems to be either long or
short, but what is manifested by sound, i.e,
Sphota, is not at all effected by the variations of
sound. Mo takes the instance of a drum and
continues to say that sounds that are produced by
beat of drum? are nat of equal velocity, some tra-
velling 20 yds. and some’80 yds, and so on' The
essential difference between sound and - Sphota,
which has proved so difficult a problem to others—
is clearly brought to light by Patafijali. He
declares in unmistakable terms that Sphofa
represents what is Sabda proper, whereas sound
is only a quality, that is to say, it serves only to
manifest Sphota. The relation is, therefore, one
of the indicator and the indicaled. He further
- elucidates the point that Sabda has two aspects—
sound and Sphota; it is sound alone that is
usually perceived and appears to be either long
“or short as the case may be, while Sphota
remains entirely unchanged and is not readily
perceptible by sense-organs.
The foregoing observations will serve to show
that Sphota, though strictly one and indivisible,
is also capable of being classified as uiernal and

' Al Wz = af owmge, weqe dlvigag
#Fqmed wifuly'afwal 1wl 1 Segmda abmar iz afm
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ecternall So far as the innate expressiveness
of sense is concerned, it is the internal form of
Sphota (that lies within and is only manifested by
sound) thatis really significant. The exfernal
form of Sphota, as is comprehended by our hear-
ing organs, has no such intimate relation with
the meaning. In all our linguistic enquiries we
engage ourselves more or less to the investiga-
tion of the external aspects of a language, but
we take very little notice of the internal pheno-
mendn which forms the very life of a language.
‘We assign the meaning to sound, as we fail to
proceed further so as to grasp the ultimate
reservoir of sound that is really associated with
the significance. It requires only a moment’s
consideration to realise that sounds or vocalised
thoughts are not only produced by the operation
of vocal organs, but have their origin in certain
ethereal region of the body, which does not
vary, though the modulations of voice are always
different from one another. - The - grammarians
have thus sought to explain the existence
of an internal cause of sound. The external
form of Sphota is, again, of two kinds, denoting
class and individual.

As a great exponent of the Mahabhasya,
Bhartrhari bas dwelt at length on the question
of Sphofa. Bhartrhari begins with the enuncia-

I ®& G s wwawew | qaevw g aras@a |

Kuiijikd on the Maiijisd, p. 287. =iwacanis) aras 36 fagd (—
~Mafijiga. -



THEORY OF SPHOTA 101

‘tion of two kinds of Sabda,! as the indicator and
the indicaled, the former representing the ulti-
mate germ of speech-sound, and the latter
being what is really expressed by Sabda.
In view of the popular belicf regarding both
plurality and order {%rama) of Sabda, he makes
his position clear by pointing out that no ques-
tion of order, such as priority and posteriority,
and that of plurality can logically bo raised in
relation to Sphofa, which is essentially one and
eternal. 1t is sound, he maintains, that phsses
through successive stages in course of articulation
and appears to be either long or short in propor-
tion to the exertion required for the utierance
of a word. It is practically duc to the varying
modulations of voice, as caused by the vocal
apparatus, that ‘ke’-sound seems to be different
from ‘kha’-sound and so on. But Sphole, it
must be remembered, remains unaffected. A
parallel example ? is then sought to explain the
relation between sound and Sphote. It is a fact
- of common experience that the sunm, though
practically a fixed body, seems to be quivering
and moving when it is seen through the agitated
water of a pond. Just as the agitation of
_ water is reflected on the sun,so (inspite of
the oneness and undifferentiating character of

topguE Ry wR WK g o My wsamedsy
wywd |—Vekyapadiya, p. 20
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Sphota) order and difference pertaining to sound
are {alsely attributed to Splote. The dual’
aspects of Sgbda, as referred to above, imply
that Saddqe has the potency of expressing itself
as well as its meaning that is associnted with it
by inseparable connection, This fact is further
corroborated by the epistemological evidence.
His main thesis may be briefly stated in the
following words : Sabda, like light, is supposed to
possess a double function, as grakakae and grahye.
A tht is luminous by itself and serves to
illuminate others. Similarly, a Sabde is first
comprehended and then becomes expressive of
meaning.

Then, he proceeds to show how Sabda is
evolved. Reference® iz first made to the view
(as that of the Naiyiyikas) that does not
take Pade to be anything but a combination
of letters, and similarly does not recognise a
sentence as distinet from Padas and letters.
The grammarians, however, enfertain quite an
opposite view, because fthey maintain Pakya-
Sphota to be an indivisible unit that knows
neither division nor order. It is nothing but an
artificial device of grammar to analyse a sen-

tence into parts (Padas) and those pa1ts again
into stems and suffixes. -

Poyed mgw@ 9 St /@ amyy qus  GLusE@’
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There are, as the grammarian maintains, two
different aspects of words, namely, Karye or
popular form and Nifya or the permanent form
of speech. The former is generally produced
by the exercise of vocal apparatus and serves
to give a reflection of internal consciousness,
the latter is what represents the ultimate germ of
speech. Sphote is identified with this latter
aspect of speech. -

The three views regarding the cognition
of sound and Sphole may be thus briefly
summarised ! :—(¢) Sound when” produced is
heard by the auditory organs and becomes the
positive instrument whereby Spkofa is com-
prehended. (i%) Having assumed the material
form through the medium of sound, Spkota is
capable of being heard. (#) Sound acts upon
the organs concerned and serves to manifest
Sphote. Bhartrhari lends his support to the
last one. Sound is the outer garment of Sphote.
Though incomprehensible and inconceivable by
itself, Sphota reveals its existence through the
medium of sound. Sound and Sphofe are inti-
mately related to each other. As the scientists
have found out atoms or electrons as the final
factor of creation, so the grammarians started
with sonnd and ultimately reached the subtle
element of speech to which the term Sphofe

b gY SNFEALUIgYERRY SRwdE) 9wl an afangen @
meazfanddieaea <f Fufaman, ete.—Puopyards  under  the
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was significantly assigned. * As’to how sound and -
Sphota, related to each other as the. indicative
and the indicated, are to be comprehended,.
Bhartrhari refers to four different - views on 'th"ei‘*i
subject. Some say that Splhota is 1ecown1sed as
identical with sound, just like . a4 plece of marblei_
looking red in contact Wlth a J’aw ﬂowe: ;
some holding sound " (thoucrh not. coo'msable by
itself) to be indicative of Sphota; some" mamtam,
that the exact nature of Sphota bemo too subtle‘
to be*determined, it is .sound only that comeés
under comprehension ; some, again, freely admit-
that Sphofa is really manifested but it is
indistinet and umntelllo‘ble on’ accounb of the
distance wherefrom it is: evplved ‘No “doubt,

Bhartrhari has here. recorded the views of his
predecessors ‘and .contemporary "\g'p'a:inrh‘a,ijians”
in order to do full justice to so important a
sabject. But we can hardly afford ‘tQ pass - over
these views. without taking notice of the’ unique
advancement of O‘Bammatlcal sPeculatlons, as is
- clearly borne out by these references.-

Referring to the intellectual PIOCebS mvolvad
in the comprehension of Sabda, Bhar trhari ! says
that the cognition of Sabda. plactlcally follows,
from the last sound together with the. 11n})1es-
sions made by the pleeedmg ones

’l‘he immediate consequence of holdmg
Sphota to be one and 1nd1V131ble Wasaglave
, : aerenﬁ—saa‘hmm?é‘ T afE @ atefaEE g9
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one, as it threatened to strike at the funda-
mental principlo of grammar by making all
process of anslysing sentence and words purely

= artificial.} The science of grammar is primarily

based upon the principle of analysis. Now, to
justify the procedure of grammarinns, it must
be said on the contrary that they had no
other alternative than to isolate words froma
composite sentence, in order to make the senso
of words intelligible to others. It is simply
due to our innbility, Bhartrhari strongly argues,
that we cannot comprehend a sontence tithout
taking it to be a combination of words and
words as consisting of no parts (Prakpti and
Prafyaya). An examination of facts shows that
the grammatical method of analysing sentence
and words into their component parts, however
artificial from the standpoint of Sphofa, is
calculated to afford the only scientific means,
so far as the knowledge of meaning is con-
cerned.?

The doctrine of Sphofa, ns expounded by
the grammarians, is not a creation of fancy and
the result of idle philosophising; it is rather
based on the facts that speak for thomselves.
A moment’s notice is only required to realise
the existence of some inexhaustible potency

b gy wAR e (s ga 1—Vikyspadiya, 2. 234
Popysraja—qd v freaadafy adaxarfly srnfawe 1 fawn
wefavmry wfRy fmafE v —~Under Kar, 93,
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lying inside the body, which is conceived to be,
ab work at every time of utterance. Sound that
we hear is not produced Dby the operation of
vocal organs only, but has its origin elsewhere.
However subjected to adverse criticisms by the
opponents, the dectrine of Sphofe, with all its
mysticisms, will continue to appeal to all
speculators on the psychology of language, as
embodying the most accurate explanation with
regard to the origin of 7a@k. That the principle
of grammatical analysis is more or less fanciful
is evident from the fact that systems of gram-
mar have their different nomenclatures and
technical terms, though they have practically
kept the same object in view and treated of the
same subject.

This analytical method, though at best arti-
ficial,' is supposed to have much utility, as it
practically enables us to have an insight into the
actual state of things, Starting with such unreal
process as the division of senfences and words,
with the obvious object of facilitating the study
of words, the grammarians finally succeeded
in obtaining a truer perspective while dealing
with the problem of Spliote. Bhartyhari? rightly
observes that proper attention and close enquiry
are needed to arrive at the final goal, running
through a passage so artificial and bowildering.

1
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As it is imperfect observation that makes a
rope look like a serpent, and such delusion
ceases to exist the moment it is cautiously exa-
mined, so the grammarians first treated of a
sentence as having many parts and those parts
as containing various letters, But their mode
of vision is materially changed on a closer exa-
mination of facts and they finally describe Sphofa
as an imperishable and indivisible unit withont
any reservation. The discourse on Sphofa reach-
ed its culminating point when Sphofa was' re-
garded to be as gréat as Brahman itself. The doc-
trine of grammar has thus ultimately identified
itself with the same transcendental reality which
has always proved to be the be-all and end-all
of metaphysical speculations.

The later grammarians, specially Sesakrgna,
Nigesa, Bhattoji and Kondabhatta, have dealt
with the problem of Splofa more clearly
and elaborately but all following the line
of Patafijali and Bhartrhari, The arguments
advanced by Sesakrspa in defence of Sphota
are briefly as follows: An indivisible® unit
as Sphofa should be accepted on the ground
that the sense usually denoted by a word can
neither be derived from an individual letter (as
it would render all other letters entirely mean-
ingless), nor from a combination of letters, for
letters being liable to destruction as soon as they

Vow A8 w el 7 SxelEilea o s @am aud: g
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are uttered, it would be practically impossible -
to have a congregate of such transient letters.
It is not even sufficient to say that they are
cognisable by the same act of memory, because,
if it were so, the undesirable consequence will be
the identity between such groups of words as,
Nadi, Dine and Rasa, Sare (there being
difference of order onmly), as they consist of
the same letters and are comprehended by the
same faculty of retention. The grammarians
have,therefore, proceeded a step further and
recognised the existence of Sphote, which is
suggested by sound, eternal and not at all
divisible info parts.

We can compare this view with what Pataii-
jali has said with regard to order in letters.! As
two letters, Patafijali argues, cannot be simul-
taneously pronounced on account of their tran-
sienb character, it is useless to raise the question
of priority and posteriority in connection with
letters. This order is to be understood as an
intellectual one.? Sesa continues to say that
the cognition of Sphota follows from the last
letter together with the impressions made by the
preceding letters.® .

The later grammarians have to a certain
extent shown prolixity in enunciating as many

1 quiat Miaivdafe | esfans ' few salam
—Mahz’ibh&sya,: Vol. I, p. 856.
> gisfruads a=wi dalgda
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—Sphotacandrika, p, 13,
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‘m; eight different forms of Sphota, such as,
fVarzza-Sphotn, Pada-Sphote, Fakya-Sphota,
Akhanda-Pada-Sphota, ALhanda-Vakya-Sphota
Varna-Jati-Sphota, Pada-Jali-Sphote, TValkya-
Jati-Sphota. The author of the Sabda-Kaustu-
bha has elearly dealt with all these classifications,
It must be, however, remembered that these
varieties, with the single exception of Palkya-
Sphota, are more or less unreal and not accept-
ed by all grammarians. Reference has already
been made to two kinds of Pakya-Sphota, wviz.,
class and individual. An attempt is now made
to see how far these standpoints (J@ti-Sphota and
Vyakti-Sphota) are in concordancewith the Maha-
bhasya. Sebdatva which pertains to all Sabdas is
regarded to be a class, and consequently, w=rEfy
by its very nature® deserves to be treated as
eternal. Bhartrhari has thrown some sidelight
on this point. The word Spkote in Swaa:
AT ffemd has led some to favour the view
that  Sphofa is virtually a class that is
suggested by individual words or sounds, and
that srz=fa receives the designation of dhvani
by suggesting Jati-Sphota. Some, again, hold 2
on the other band, that Pyakséi-Sphota (as opposed
to Jati-Sphote) is one and imperishable. As
to the apparent plurality of Pyalkti, they main-
tain that the interval or intervention caused

' fraweRiaEy |
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by time and words, which tends to prove the
diversity of one and the same Vyakti as a, is
only due to the variation of sounds whereby
Sphota is suggested. According to this point
of view, it should be borne in mind, the a-sound
in do is not distinet from that in #de. This
view is, however, open to objections and is
finally set aside by Patafijali. Those who like
Patafijali advocate Jafi-Sphota® advance their
arguments to ropudiate both unity and eternality
of Pyakti-Sphote on the ground that a seems to
have more than one form, according as it is
called udatta, enudatie, svarita and plute. It
is not even reasonable to suggest that the
same @ which is first pronounced as wdatie is
next taken to he Anudaita and so on, for, if it
were S0, Sphota would cease to be eternal on
account of its assuming diverse forms. Thus,
Jati-sphofa is finally accepted as what gives
the correct solution of the problem.?

Having thus discussed the salient character-
istics of Sphota from all possible standpoints,
we now proceed to see how Sphofa-vada, which
is popularly attributed to the grammarians, was
received by different schools of Hindu philo-
sophy.  However carefully conceived and
ingeniously nourished by the grammarians, the

¥ sufala v, wREwTEA sfq ated; (—Uddyote.

Hwfauear fagq (—Mehibbasya, I.1.2.
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theory of Sphola seems to have a strange fate,
because it failed to have nny favourable treatment
at the hands of reputed philosophers. What is
still more rogrettable is that it was rather
subjected to stern and vigorous criticisma,
Though it embodies, so to speak, the crowning
achievement of all grammatical speculations,
the theory of Sphofa unfortunately mot with
nothing but disapproval on all sides. Tho only
school of Indian thought which appears to have
lent support to the assumption of an invisible
speech-unit as Sphofa, is, if we are allowed to
hold, the Yoga system of DPataiijali, It fis
practically on the evidence of such aphorisms,
as Yoga Siitras 1. 81 and 8. 17 and tho exposi-
tions of Vyasa thereon, and partly in conse-
quence of the supposed identity between the
authors of the Mahibhiisya and the Yoga Stitras,
that the existence of Sphofa is said to have been
recognised and supported by the author of the
* Yoga Siitra, Truth to tell, there is no clear
mention of Sphota as such in the aphorisms of
Yoga system ; itis only in the comments of
Vyasa and the gloss of Vacaspati that some
light has been thrown on the question of
Sphota.
It is too well known a fact that all objocts
of thought, with the exception of Primordial
matier and Boul, are declared to be FHH?® or

! afigendicnd |d At
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products by the teachers of the Samkhya school.
Having taken a rather perverted view against
the orthodox interpretations, they have rejected
the fundamental tenets of the Mimamsakas, viz.,
eternality of sound,! eternality of the Vedas and
eternality of the relation between sound and
meanings. It requires no other evidence, hold
the Samkhyaites, but ordinary perception and
inference to prove that Sabda is produced by the
agency of vocal organs and has only momentary
exisfence. The Samkhya Sitra (5.57) distinctly
rejectsc Sphofa as practically incomprehen-
sible. The reason of their refutation is a very
simple one. As no other element apart from
letters comes to our notice in the cognition of
a word, it is absolutely useless to assume the
existence of Splhote (which passes our vision
and comprehension) as distinet from lebters.?
As letters are, on the contrary, directly
perceived, it is more reasonable to take them to
be expressive of the sense. If, again, letters are

supposed to be meaningless by themselves, we

are allowed to doubt the so-called expressiveness

of Sphola. Now, the point at issue is when

letters are found to be really expressive of sense,

the assumption of Sphofe in addition to letters

hecomes o superfluity which the followers of

the Samkhya school are not prepared to aceept.

f U ORI, SV D - - >
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There is another argument which also goes
against the indivisible character of Sphofa. As
meanings are liable to changes according to the
different arrangement of letters (as in Nadi
and Dine) and as sounds are diversified in their
character and have manifold significance, we
cannot reasonably take Sphofe to be one and
eternal. The conclusion to which this argument
leads is that Sphote, being inconceivable, is far
from being Sabda proper. Tt is letters alone,
no matter if they are perishable, that constitute
words in the real sense of the term. *

No comment is, however, necessary to show
that the Samkhyaites, who profess to be rational-
istic, have taken notice of only the outward
aspect of speech and have totally neglected the
more important side of the question, »:z., psycho-
logical or internal aspect. Their main difficulty
is that they ascribe significance to so transient
a thing as letters, but do not strive further to find
out the permanent source of Sabda, as is mani-
fested by sound. As to non-perception of Sphota,
it must be remembered that the Sphofavadins
also were not slow to emphasise the difficulty
that lies in the way of having a perceptional
knowledge of Sphofa. They made no secret as
to the necessity of a thorough concentration of
mind in order to realise the existence of Spkota.
It requires a good deal of mystical power, or
some amount of spiritual vision, as is given rise
%o by the awakening of Praifia-netra, to grasp
the cit-aspect (Sphota) of the Supreme Being.

15
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Moreover, Sphota is not capable of being
perceived by ordinary sense-organs: it is only
suggested or manifested by sound.

-Regarding the existence of Splhota (as dis-
tinet from letters), the views of the Mimam-
sakas, as ably represented by the author of the
Slokavarttika, are far from being reconcilable
with those of the grammarians. Having
taken a purely physical view of Sabda,
the  Mimamsakas, like Sankara, turned
to the old theory of the revered teacher
Upavarsa' and accordingly identified - Sabd_a_
with letters, To assume something as Sphota
apart from letters, is, as they hold, opposed
to all cognition and experience.  Letters
are actually perceived in a word, as,
for instance, the word gaw} does not appear
to have any other element excepting the three
constituent letters—ga, aw and visarga. It is
curious to note that while so much stress is laid
on the popular experience, the importance of
the logical aspect of Sabda has altogether been
ignored, so as to weaken the ground on which
the grammarians sought to build the edifice
of Sphotavaide, When Sabda, as a combination
of lebters, is practically seen to be expressive .
of the sense and as no other factor is found to
be in operation in the comprehension of the
meaning, it is nothing but superfluous to assume
the existence of Splofa, as distinct from letters.

ot wa g = s wwargaad; (—V. 8, 18, 28,
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The grammarins, it must be remembered, have
declared Sphota to be virtually distinet from
letters and further held Sphola ta be theonly
sigpificant clement of speech! The Mimim-
sakas? maintain that letters bave no parts and
that there is no such collection in the cognition of
words apart from that of the component lottors,
In assigning meaning to words, the MIimim.
sakas had to face one difficult problem. The
question presented itself in the following form :—
Are all letters individually signifieant by thiem-
selves, or, isit an aggregation of them whereby
the meaning is expressed ? The untenable
character of the first view is clearly ovident,
since the competency of each individunl Jetter
to signify the intended sense is contrary to
our experience. As regards the second view, it is
not possible to have an aggregation or a simul-
taneous combination of letters, simply for the
reason of minuté intervals in tho utterance
of sounds. The Mimamsakas make their way
out ot the difficuity by saying that the signi-
ficance of words depends upon the convention or
popular usage, As the comprehcnsion of the
meaning directly follows from the lettors that
constitute a word, and as nothing else fis
required for the purpose, it is only logical, they
hold, to take letters as what express the sense.
Kumarila shows further how by accopting

r mrawAl eiEwlig)
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" Sphota as an entity, we are liable-to make 5
number of unnecessary assumptions, such as,
the -existence of Splhota, distinctness of Sphota
from :letters and its indivisibility. It is
. quite clear from what we have said that the
_ argurments advanced by the Mimamsakas against
Sphotavada are, generally  speaking, ve-
ducible to two only, namely, the existence of
'Sphota apart from letters (3) involves a negation
. of :perceptible facts (gmwif™@) and (#) is an
unwarranted assumption of something that is
invisible or imperceptible (zrewsm@«l). - The con-
cluding verse! of the author reveals, however,
the reason why he could not lend support to the
theory of Sphota. Asa matter of fact, the assump-
tion of Sphofe, which makes all divisions of a
sentence and words merely artificial, is found to
_ be entirely inconsistent with the main tenets of
the Mimamsa system, for it venders wha,
praydja, etc. (which pertain to letters, words
and sentences) absolutely conventional. Tt is,
therefore, to retain the genuine character of the
Vedic texts that Kumarila made such a vigorous
attempt to refute the existence of Splota.

- The Vedantins have fully acknowledged the
eternality of Sabda. They have, on the authority
of scriptural texts, even gone to the extent of
- investing Sabda with the potency of producing
the entire world. While dealing with Sabda

t guifafcs; wiafeme: g2y w= tﬁamamftﬂ
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(Logos) and its * world-producing power,’ Satkara
has conveniently devoted considerable space
under the Vedinta-Satra 1.3.28 to find out
the exact nature of Sabda. With his character-
istic manner of presenting arguments, he first
points out the incongruities that become almost

unavoidable, if letters having both production-

and destruction, were to be regarded as Sabda
proper. Subsequently he continues to acknow-
ledge Splhots as what-represents the permanent
form of Sabds. The way in which Sapkara

has at first advanced arguments in defence of
" the existence of Sphoie, exposing the untenable
features of wWuw, leads ome to believe, though
temporarily, that he entertained no antagonistic
view against the grammatical interpretation
of Sphotavade. This impression is, however,
of a short duration, because next we find
Sankara® more favourably examining the view
of Upavarsa almost in the same way as the
Mimamsakas. As fo the question of production
and destruction of letters, he argues that it
really implies the re-cognition ( wefirsti) of
the same letter. What is meant is that different
letters are nof produced and uttered each time,
but, as a matter of fact, the same sound, say
ka (as in kalo and kalg) is heard. It should
be, however, noticed here that the Naiyayikas
are not prepared to take the above as an
instance of re-cognition, bubt explain the

' Vedantd Bitrs, Sabkars Bbagya under the aphorism, 1528,
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sameness of ka-sounds as dueto their belonging
to the same class (ma@ ). To sum up the two
views : According to the Mimamsakas and the
Vedgutins, the same %a-sound is heard
again and again, whereas the Naiyayikas do not
maintain the non-differentiation of the indi-
viduals and consequently take all ka-sounds
as belonging to the same class. This re-cogni-
tion, continues Sankara, does not follow from
the knowledge of a class ; it is individual letters
that.are comprehended each time. Again, we
are accustomed fo hold the form gaeuh,
though it consists of three distinct letters, as
one word. How is it, then, possible to have such
a cognition of oneness when its component parts
are far from being one ? Having attributed the
diversified character of one and the same letter
to the difference of sound, he proceeds to say
that sometimes many things form the subject: of
one intellection,* as many trees, for instance, are
denoted by one word ‘forest’ (Vana). At last
Sankara sums up the arguments on both sides,
viz., Varpavide and Sphotavada, and after a
minute examination of facts arrives at the conclu-
sion that the view maintained by the Parpava-
dins?® is simpler and appeals more to reason and
experience, while that of the Sphotavadins
is vitiated by prolixity and involves far-fetched

! mRmendwgiyfigeEg .
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gpooulations. Mo hold, he observes, letters, as
they are comprahended one after another, to be
indicative of Sphota, which is said to signify the
intended sense, is to take a superflaous view of
the whole problem.

According to the Nyiya-Vaisesika point of
view, sound is a quality of ether, comprehended
by the organ of hearing, and has only a momen-
tary existence. It is of two kinds—(1) sound as
represented by letters like ka, ete.; (2) sound
as produced by beat of drum and blowing of
conches and the like. The former, ofz., ag-
dEqn=, is alone significant and is generally
ured as a medium for communicating the ideas.
Prasastapiada, the well-known commentator on
the Vaidesika-Siitras, has attempted to show how
words are produced. The view of this commen-
tator regarding the origin of sound_is almost
the same as is to be found in treatises on Siksas.
A desire is first felt within, the author says, by
the conjunction of the mind with the soul, for the
utterance of sound (in order to give expression
to the thoughts rising in the mind) ; then efforts
are made which bring about 2 movement in the
region of internal air, Thiis moved by causes
from within, the internal air proceeds upwards
till it comes in contact with the vocal apparatus.
"This conjunction whieh is followed by vibrations
in ether gives rise to sound that is destroyed
as goon as it is uttered. A word is, therefore,
Karya, as opposed to Nifya. The Naiyayikas as
well as the Vaisesikas have thus taken a
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non-eternal view of Sabde differing from the
grammarians who assume a permanent form -of
Sabda, as is represented by Sphota. S

In his annotation on the Bhagya, Sridhara™
has made an attempt to show the absence of
logic in the grammatical conception of Spkota.
He first raises the question whether meaning "is
expressed by a sentence or by Splote. If a word
is nothing but a collection of letters, holds the
Sphotavadins, and a sentence not at all distinet
from its component parts, then there would
be no ‘comprehension of the meaning whatso-
ever. For neither individual letter is competent
to convey the entire meaning (as it would
render other letters simply redundant), nor is a
combination practically possible, as all letters
cannot be pronounced simultaneously. The
author meets this objection by holding, for
argument’s sake, that letters are eternal and
not transitory, as in that case such an aggregate
would not be incomprehensible. But this argu-
ment cannot stand for obvious reasons. It is
further argued by the opponent that letters are
perceived one after another and then impressions
are produced in the mind. This is also un-
tenable. For, if there is order in recollections,
as shown above, there would be no co- ex1stence
of sounds to form an aggregation. As the com-
prehension of the meaningis otherwise impossible;
the Sphotavadins have been led to acknowledge

' Nyaya-kandsli (Sridhara)— Sk., p. 267,



THEORY OF SPHOTA 121

the existence of Sphofa, as what expresses the
meaning. But such an assumption has no
justification to a rationalist philosopher like
Sridhara. The following arguments, among
others, are sought by Sridhara to refute the
existence of Sphota: Sphota is never directly
perceived, but falsely assumed by the gram-
marians ; the denotation lies within the word and
not with an imperecptible entity as Spkota.!
To assume Sphote, as distinct from letters, is ns
fallacious as to conceive o ¢ flower in the sky.’ *
Before bringing this topic to a close, we have
one word more. Considering what has been
said about the doctrine of Spkota Ly different
schools of Indian philosophy, it is sufficiently
clear that the main contention raised against
Sphota is based upon the fact that the assumption
of Sphota is contrary to all perception and
involves far-fetched speculations. " Having taken
their stand on the facts established Ly direct
perception, the opponents of Sphotavida seem to
have carried the popular view in their favour.
But it would be a positive mistake to suppose
that what the Sphotavadins tried to establish is
nothing but fanciful. It cannot be, however,
denied that the Spkofavadins made no secret
as to the imperceptibility of Sphota by ordinary
means. Morcover, it is repeatedly pointed out

' Nyaya-Fandali (Sridhars), piz., Bk. serses, piote defreguy
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that the realisation of Sphota requires a good
deal of spiritual meditation as well as perfect
concentration of mind. As it is not logically
correct to take anything to be unreal, simply
because it is not directly perceived, we do not
find sufficient reason to deny the very existence of
Sphota which, though imperceptible, is said to be
manifested by sound. Sphota, to speak the truth,
bears comparison with the soul, as both of them
come under our cognition through the instrumen-
tality of inference, the former being indicated by
sound and the latter by volition, effort, pleasure,
pain, ete. As to the other side of the contention,
we should say that the upholders of Sphota-
vada wminutely examined all external aspects
of words before they could grasp so subtle an
entity as Sphote by unfolding the psychological
phenomena underlying the origin of sound.

To summarise what we have said about
Sphota : Sphota is the same as Sabda-Brakman
or Brahman revealed in the form of Faik.
Splote represents the internal aspect of
Pranava; it is eternal and cannot be divided
into parts (akhanda) and expressiveness or
Vacakatd lies with Sphota and not with
Padas, isolated from the akhanda-vakya—the
indivisible unit of speech. That there is no
essential difference between Sphotq and Pranave
has been clearly stated by the ancient seers.
Nada' or primordial sound is said to have first

b iR awe Aw; q<H i, |
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onigmated 1 the spatial region of the heart
(krdyakass) of Brahman when he was deeply
absorbed 1n  meditation  This subtle form
of sound 1s capable of bemg percewved by
shutting the auditory passage of the eawrs Out
of Nada arose Onmlirg, the self-radiant,
creative factor, which 1s regarded as the positive
symbol of the supreme Bemng  Viewed from the
standpoint of Yoga, Sphota, P1anava and Pratibha
are almost the same The nternal aspect of Val,
as 1s represented by Para aud Pasyanti, is -
separable from cit-fukfs, the fountan* source
of all cogmtions Pranava or Pialibhi, as we
may call 1t, has its permanent seat 1n the heart
of all sentient bemgs , 1ts fourth part 13 what 18
known as ardhamatra or Sphota * Iurther, 1t 13
held that Sphote which serves to mamfest Vak
18 heard by the supreme Soul (Paramatman),
when the sense-organg lie inactive mm a state
of sleep 2 Both Sabde and Artha are
reality the mamfestation of one and the same
Soul ,® 1t 1s only to the grammarian that one
gets the designation of Vucele and the other
as Vacya Pratibha or mtelligence 1s shaped
by Sabda and Arthe  Che mseparable connec-
tion m which Sebda stands to 4stha also pomts
to thewr origination from the same source, v e,

'@ mitaEa T muaglamisenngd) w1 sz
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Buddhi. Durga makes this point clear when
he continues to say that Buddhi (Pratibha)
residing in the heart of all in the form of
knowledge (ablhidhana) and knowable (abhi-
dheya) gets materialised into Sabda and Arikae
respectively.’ Again, it is said that what is
denoted by all sentences is nothing bubt Pratibka
(Pratibha eva  vikyarthah).  According to
Bhartrhari, it is malasatta or mahdsaminya
(ultimate reality) that is really deunoted by all
Sabdas. It is one and without any division
(vibkagw) and order (krama). To him who has
not attained that spiritual vision which enables
one to visualise the all-pervading reality, this
maha-satta falsely appears to be manifold, as
the objects possessing it are diversified in their
external outlook., Sploia is identified with
this maha-sati@. Sphota is the ultimate germ
of all word-forms (Sa /4 sarvasabdarthapralkytil) ;
words may differ from one another, so far as

their external aspect is concerned, but the

internal or intellectual one (Sphota) remains the
same. The Vaiyakavanas used to look wupon
Sabda as the audible manifestation of Brahman
and advocated constant meditation on Sabde
or Sabda-Brahman as a regular form of Yogza
that ultimately lecads tothe emancipation of tlcl,e
Soul (param Brg hmadligamyale).

The standpoint wherefrom the grammarians

have viewed the ultimate germ of all
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speech-sounds is materially different from those
of Sankara, Kumarila, Sridhara and others. To
the grammarians, Spkote is sacred and divine, so
much so that it is finally identified with Brahman,
Notwithstanding all adverse criticisms that have
been heaped upon the assumption of an
intellectual phenomenon as Sphota, the theory of
Sphota, will continue to survive as embodying the
most reasonable and scientific interpretation
about the origin of sound.



CHAPTER V
SENTENCE AND PARTS OF SPEECH

Sentence—its decomposition—Parts of Specch—Prakrti and
Pratyaya—Upasarga and Nipita.

Ia accordance with the strict interpretation
of the doctrine of Sphota, as we have observed,
the analytical method, though adopted by the
grammarians as a cardinal principle, is liable
to be regarded as purely artificial. But there
is no denying the fact that the grammarians
had no other alternative than to take up this
process of dissolving sentences and words into
their constituent elements, as the only means
of getting into the meaning of words. Grammar
is not a creation of fancy, nor an artificial
combination of rules. Grammar is rather a
popular science ; the principles on which the
structure of grammatical generalisations stand
are more or less drawn from popular ex-
periencés. That a special rule becomes appli-
cable in preference to a general one,! Patafijali
observes, is a fact that is neither enjoined by
a divine authority nor sanctioned by the authors

1
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of the religious texts, but it isa popular example
which is perfectly consistent with our daily
experience Both Katyiyana' and Patafijali
have repeatedly drawn our attention to the most
important point that the study of grammar has
for its object the discrimination of correet words.
Though corrapt forms are found to beasex-
pressive of sense as their corresponding correct
words, 1t has been stated with all possible
emphasis and earnestness that the use of correct
words in conformity with the rules of grammar
is alone attended with religious feheity.2.
Though there are elght differont varieties of
Sphota, a3 we have already pointed out, it is the
Vakya-Sphola alone that is held to be real, the
rest being more or less arhifictal.® Trom the
standpoint of Sphota, Fakya is not divisible into
parts and 1s the really sigmificint element of
speech. Bhartrhari has the following : Just* as
an unreal process lthe that of analysing words
into stems and suffixes 1s also resorted to for the
knowledge of unintelligent people, so a Pakye

v gragagashae gen fawiat qer sigae (—Var under the rule
Pan,1 1 44
T AEASHINYA AR e yafran 1 —Var 1
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is broken-up into Padas by the grammarians
with a view to get into the meaning of words.
This Apoddhare or decomposition is the first and
foremost business of grammar.

There is much divergence of views regarding
the precise nature of a 7 akya. Bhartrhari has
stated as many as eight different views of the
ancient grammarians in regard to the constitu-
tion of a Vakya.! These views are summarised
as follows:—A Pakya is (1) a verbal form;
~(2) a collection of words; (3) a class; (4) one
" and individual ; (6) an order ; (6) an intellectual
assimilation ; (7) the first Pada; (8) all Padas
differing from one. another but having mutual
expectancy. Of these onljr 3, 4 and 6, i.e., class,
one and indivisible and intellectual assimilation
of meanings are accepted as proper definition of
a Vakya by those who maintain the indivisibility
of a Vakya. The rest, on the other hand, are
supposed to form the accurate definition of
Vakya from the standpoint of those who uphold
the dissolvability of a Vakya (Padavadins).
Again, the definitions of Vakye, as either
order or collection of Padas, are compatible
with the view of the Abhilitanvayavadins and
those as, verbal form, the first Pada, all
Padas in their different aspects having mutual
expectancy, arc consistent with the view of the

Uowrenanw: @i snfa: egeafedt ( wslsmEga; ww
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Anvitabhidhangvadins. A Vakya® is also defined
as a combination of words having mutual
proximity, expectancy and compatibility. These
three characteristics form the mediate causes
with regard to the comprehension of the mean-
ing from a sentence. (1) ZEzpectancy—An
aggregate of words that are mnot mutually
expectant fails to give a connected idea;
as, for instance, no consistent meaning is
cognisable from such an unconnected group
of words, as fvws; GAAT TR and GTHAGETAH
wfte and so on. (2) Proximity implies that
words that are uttered at intervals cannot
have any inter-relation amongst them so as
to constitute a significant sentence. (3) Com-
petency meansthat we cannot construct a sentence
out of words the meanings of which are mutually
incompatible (as’in afgar fagfa). Jagadisa®
is not, however, prepared to take these three
as direct causes, so far as Sabdg-bodha or
verbal cognition is concerned, because they
would tend to place Sabdabodhs under the cate-
gory of inference. The Naiyayikas have, there-
fore, taken them to be Sakekdri (conditions),
as opposed to direct causes. Expectancy refers

/
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to the pbysical side (wi=fagr), whereas com-
petency is to be understood as perfaining to
the logical side of Saebda (zafamy). We
generally find that verbal expectancy is satisfied
by words alone.! Bub what is logically correct
is that expectancy is also connected with the
meaning and not with the form alone, and conse-
guently the expression qém@q means a
Pada that is indicative of the meaning having
mutual expectancy with that of another. It is
sufficiently clear from what Patafijali has said
regarding the interprefation of vyapeksa that
expectancy really pertains to meanings that are
reciprocally expectant., Similarly, competency,
as a Sahakari-karana, is also to be understood
as related to the meaning. Asthe cognition
of import ('c'grquz?) alone cannot produce Sabda-
bodha independently of expectancy, ete.,
GangeSa recognises the unecessity of their help
for obtaining the so-called verbal cognition.
Proximity,® strictly speaking, is not a cause,
it may be so with an unintellicent man, as it
tends to help his quick understanding, but in
the case of an intelligent man, proximity is not
unavoidably  necessary for his cognition.
Import is also recognised to be the meaning
of a sentence. Gungesa® states clearly that

TR TR R R
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the cognition of émport is & necessary condition
in the matter of verbal knowledge. * This
sentence ! is uttered by the speaker with the
explicit desire of expressing this sense ""—is
the way in which Tafparya is generally obtained.
But Nagesa differs from the Naiyayikas and does
not take impor! as an unavoidable condition
for the comprehension of FTEaTY, inasmuch as
the meaning of a sentence is also cognisable even
without any reference to the particular import
of the speaker. The cognition of impl;rt is
essential in the case of those words which
have more than one meaning, as v, Ham, ete.
Nagesa, however, maintains on the authority
of the Mahabhigya that it is the knowledge of
context (Prakarana), propriety and the like that
helps us in determining the particular import
of a word when it happens to have more than
one meaning.

The author of the Parttika® defines Vakya
as a verbal form having conjunction with either
an indeclinable, a Kareke, or an adverb, t.e., a
verbal form constitutes a sentence in combina-
tion with the above adjuncts. Some say,® as
Patafijali observes, that a verbal form with its
‘adjuncts is sufficient to constitute a sentence.
It is further suggested that a verbal form alone *

? g@ armAARa VA aRIRIfan (—Mafjies, p, 524,
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is competent to constitute a VZakye. These
definitions have made it perfectly clear that a
verbal form is the main constituent of a sentence.
if we take a verbal form as what constitutes
a sentence, the meaning of a Pakye will
necessarily be Kriya or action (K»iya valyarthal).
A sentence, in the grammatical sense of the
term, cannot be framed without a verh.
JagadiSa does not, however, lend his support
to thls view. He maintains, on the contrary,
that & Paly ya is a combination of mutually
expectant words and does not insist on the
presence of a verbal form as the first and
foremost condition of a Vakya.! A verbal form
does not, therefore, occupy an important place
in Jagadisa’s conception of FVakye. His
contention is based on the fact that when a
combination of words like al wat, which does
not contain any verbal form, is also found to
be clearly expressive of the semse, it is not
strictly correct to hold that a Pakya withoub
a verb is practically incomprehensible. The
grammarians hold the opposite view. According
"to them, a sentence is not at all possible without
a verb. What the soul is to the body, so is the
verb to the sentence. Jagadisa has also rejected
Amar Simha’s definition of Pakya,*— Vakye
is a combination of words ending in sup and
ti’—since it is over-lapping as well as incomplete

Y Sraafid 7 amwetaifeasy aet gnd Mefasargsa |

-—Sabdadaktiprakasika, Kar, 13
> gufqewed Sewfamnizaee; 1—Sabdasakti, Kar. 18.
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or open to the fallacies of Ativyapti and doyapti.
It is to -be particularly noticed that with the
Naiyayikas the form glafam is mothing short
of a Pikya, because it is expressive of the sense
mﬁmﬁat{. The way in which Jagadisa has
defined Samase makes it clear that the form
nilam i3 as good as a Pakye and the form
nilotpalam is, consequently, a Maka-vakya. The
grammarians cannot do away with the verb, so
far as the cognition of a sentence is concerned.
As no complete and consistent sense is cofnpre-
hensible without a verb, the grammatians, as
a rule, understand such forms as asti and
bhavati in those cases where verbal forms are
not actually present. To the grammarians, the
expression gAY warq necessarily implies such a
verbal form as dgacchati without which neither
is the sense complete, nor the proper Karaka
(dpadang) determinable.

It is also a difficult problem to decide
what is actually denoted by a Pakya. There
is a great difference of views regarding the
meaning of a Zakys. Some hold that the
meaning of a sentence is the same as what is
denoted by its component parts ; others maintain
that a sentence is expressive of the sense that
is virtually different from those that are ex-
pressed by its constituents, either individually
or collectively. Kumarila bas thoroughly
discussed these two contradictory views in the
Vakyadhikarana of his Sloka-Varttika. The
doctrine of the eternality of both Sebda and
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its relation to meaning, though so seriously
supported by the Mimamsakas in the face of
much adverse opposition, was not considered
to be sufficient to prove the authoritativeness
of the Vedas. The validity of the Vedic
injunctions, which have come down to us in
the form of sentences, was questioned by the
opponents on the ground that the meaning of a
sentence is distinet from those of its constituents.
The Mimamsakas meet this argument by
holding that a sentence is practically a combina-
tion of consistent words and denotes exactly
what is expressed by each word, 4. e., the mean-
ing of a sentence represents only a sum-total
of the meanings of its constituent parts. There
are, so to speak, two views, as held by the two
distinet schools of Mimamsa systems, viz., Bhatla
and Guru, in regard to the meaning of a Vakya:
(1) Adbhihitanvayavide'—It means, as is implied
by the very expression, that 4dnvaya or correlation
between the meanings,” as expressed Dby
words through their respective conventions,
is what constifutes the significance of a Pakya.
The special import ( fama@ Sy; ) that is usually
brought about by the particular connection of
meanings and which does not practically follow
from any constituent, is, according to this view,

1 aqwidisfa v cmfuleamsamfzat wan) w10 o3 AErs

subamfavaafzs: (—Kavyaprakisa, p. 27,

TIRAY SEYREGIGEL Y s saiwmateat wias
—Vyutpattivida.



SENTENCE AND PARTS OF SPEECH 135

also supposed to be implied by the Padas them-
selves. What is exactly meant is that the signi
ficance of a Vakye is the same as is denoted by
Padas making up a sentence ; and (2) dnvila-
bhidhanavada—According to this view, Padas are
first related to one another in 2 sentence before
they can express the consistent meanings, that
is to say, the usual meaning is obtained from
the particular connection of Padas. The gram-
marians not only tried to prove the indivisibility
of a Pakya, but also attributed the same property
to the meaning of a Vakya. Just as there are no
parts in a Vakya, says Bhartrhari,! so there is
«no division, so far as the signification of a Pgkya
is concerned. Some hold that the sense ex-
pressed by a Vakyoe is ufqar®? To those who,
like the Sphotavidins, maintain the indivisibility
of a Vakya, the meaning expressed by a Vikya
is nothing but Prafibkd or intuition. It has
already been pointed out that the internal
consciousness (cailanya) reveals itself through
the medium of Salda and gets the designation
of abkidheya, Bhartrhari has 1dentified Prati-
bha with the makd-satta that pervades the
whole world of cognition. Though one and
indivisible, Bhartrhari continues, it appears to
be manifold owing to the diversified character

' e« fondsfe g@sdw wfiolio—Vakyspadiya,  sfir
arendenfy fafdawd wfiargafs (—Ponyarajs
* fadqwedinial s wmE . s s A
~Vikya.,, 138
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and the Fakyavadine hold  respectively
Padas and Vikya, as expressive of the sense,
The Padavadins, in opposition to the other, take
Padas to be the only real elements of speech,
and consider an indivisible unit like Fikye as
practically incomprehensible. This view does
not carry much weight to the grammarians.
The falsity of Padas (they are made
by the grammarians), is clearly brought to light
by Punyarija on the strength of an extract from
the Mahabhasya, where the term Puadakare’ (one
who makes Padas) has been used as a designa-
tion of the grammarian.!

All words, as a rule, consist of two parts—
Prakrti and Pratyaya. Prakrtiis, again, divided
into two classes,® namely, Naman and Dlhatu.
The analysis of words into their bases and
suffixes is grammatically known as JSamskara;
it forms, so to speak, the cardinal principle
of Sanskrit grammar. We propose to show
the nature of Prakyli and Pratyaye before
proceeding to consider the characteristics of
Padas that go to constitute a sentence.

Whatever may be the intrinsic value of
Sphotavada from a psychological stand-point, it
cannot be denied that the assumption of an
indivisible unit as Splhote is materially inconsis-
tent with the fundamental principles of grammar.

1 q wydd qeaTa warwl. waElal aaungesin | grmee
q¢ Ha=q (—Under the role Wfim; waf, Pan., 6. L. 207,

' frgm WEMEN AWgAREE: I—Sablafskiiprakafinh,
Kar. 14.
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Making all words disassociated from a sentence
simply unreal and meaningless and givir}.g a
stamp, of falsity o the whole grammatical
method of analysing words into their stems
and suffixes, the doctrine of Sphota is calculated
to have shaken the very hasis of grammatical
gpeculations.! There may be reasons for accept-
ing this doctrine inspite of its rigidity and
apparent disagreement with the established
method of grammar, but we must frankly admifb
that the principle of analysis, as adopted by the
grammadrians, is the only scientific means for
gefting into the meaning of words.

Turning to the question of analysis of words,
it must be stated at the outset that all words or,
more properly, Padas, consist of two parts, viz.,
Prakyti and Pratyaya, though such decomposi-
tion is not always possible in the case of the
so-called wunderivable Pratipadikas generally
coming under the wupadi class. Yaska too
has referred to two classes of words, namely, -
words of which both accents and formative
elements are popularly known?® and words
whereof these elements are not directly com-
prehensible ® by the usual method of grammadtical
analysis. The analytical process involved in such
grammatical device forms the most important

1 gum: fswiat sw@wmueE | wea aw Rt aae

§ gHIwa 1—Vikyapadiya, 2. 240,
*  FRGATHSHR (—Niroktas, p. 1564,
* agRgEEE (—Ibid.
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function of grammar and is almost the same
as adopted by the etymologists (Nairuktas)
for the determination of the meaning of
words. This analysis which is popularly known
as Samskire is the criterion whereby the gram-
marians distinguished the words of pure Sanskrit
origin from corrupt forms (Apabhramésas).
Prakrti, as the very term implies, is the
ultimate germ of speech to which formative
elements (Prafyaya) are added for the evolution
of regular forms of words. An attempt to’find
out two distinet elements (Prakrti and Preatyaya)
in a word that does not essentially admit of any
division, on account of its unity and indivisibility,
is more or less fanciful, though not altogether
useless, since it helps the understanding of
meanings. Bhartrbari!defines Prakpii as that
form of a word which, for the purpose of its
own signification being qualified by that of the
other, stands in need of certain forms imme-
dintely following it. Of these two mutually
expectant forms, fhe former ig called Prokyti
and the latter as Pratyaye. Prafyaya, as
Umapati? observes, is said to be, on the other
hand, that form of a word the meaning of which
cannot be shown to have any relation with that
of the other without being conditioned by the
significance of the word to which it is added.

! u: S gwl @At | agdeedn g vafy e
q3; t—Sabdafakti under Adr, 9. )
? Qauelnaferadaraied | Qsgad Sons; | ol
£ .
agfau: n—Iod- .
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Jagadisa has, however, rejected both these defini-
tions as insufficient. He takes both Prakrti’
and Pratyaye to be significant by themselves
(Sarthaka), but does not fail to notice their
mutual dependence. The relation in which
Prakrti stands to Pratyaya is one of inter-
dependence, for neither of them is individually
competent to express its own meaning, without
having invariable association with the other.
On the ground of such mutual dependence, it is
contended that these elements taken individually
have no, particular signification of their own. Asa
matter of fact, if they had meanings, when taken
individually, each of them might bave been
used independently of the other.? Butitis far
from being the case. No meaning is, strictly
speaking, conveyed by the word gaz when it is
not associated with or followed by Pratyaya.
Moreover, Pralkrti® ‘and Pratyaya being con-
nected with each other by inseparable relation,
it is not grammatically correct to use them
independently. Grammar does not sanection
the independent wuse of either Praksti or
Pratyaya. This is the train of arguments where-
by Pataiijali seeks to establish that a word has no
parts (such as Prakyti and Profyaya), because

Vo qzeuiesEn: weaa:, gieEn wgan Sy a9 e
=T geed sware (—Sabdefakti under Karika, 6

* ol Auad FadeaTeng \—Var. 7. Mabibhasya, Vol. I,
p. 219.

* freew3aadl wala: wag sfq 1—Mahabbisya under the

rule Pan., 1. 2. 45,
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meaning is conveyed hy the word as an
indivisible whole.! How, then, are we justified
in discussing the meaning of Prakrli and
Prafyaya, as two distinct eloments constituting
a word ? Here Pataiijali takes recourse to the
logical method of agreement and difference®
and clearly indicates how both Prakrti .and
Pratyaye, as is cvidenced by such forms as
vrkgal and vrksaw, may bo shewn to have
separate meanings of their own. The base that
remains almost unchanged denotes a thing
hasing stem, brauches, leaves, fruits, ate., and
the suffixes signifying respectively singularity
and duality, In a group of homogencous words,
as in the above examples, we find that the
stem remaies more or less constant but suffixes
are only variant, whereas in pacali and gacchati
the suflix is the same, it is Prakyti that is only
different. Sometimes the change of Pratyaya
brings about a change in the meaning of words
(as in karil; and karaly) derived from the same
origin.

Bhartrhari bas tried to show that the dis-
crimination of Padas and the comprehension
of their exact meanings are, strictly speaking,
far from being real, There is of course no
fixed principle so as to precisely determine the

' ggEmend witmRarmamwafely: 1—-Mabibbigya, Vol T,
p. 219,

* Mahsbhisya under the rale Pan., 1. 2. 45
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Farf fawend g—Vakyepadlys, 2. 168,
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meaning of Prakrti and Pralyeya. We cannot'
definitely say, ‘ this much is denoted by Praksti,
and this is exactly the meaning of Pratyaya.’
In grammar,’ as a matter of fact, we meet with
instances where the Dbasic element does nob
sometimes actually exist, but its meaning is
usually denoted by Praiyaya (as in syan) and
sometimes Prakyti is found, on the confrary,
to be expressive of the sense of Pratyaya (as
in ahan) He continues further that in an
instance like pacanti what is denoted ( cnﬂ'ca’)
by the two different suffixes® (wikar ana—~'5m
and {as ) is generally expressed by one suffix
(that is, fqu_only) in the case of 3(fa (where édap
is necessarily dropped). As fo the method
followed by the grammarians, Bhartrhari rightly
observes that there is rather an absence of fixed
rules regatrding the process of determining the
significance of both Prakrti and Pratyaya,’
because systems of grammar have no agreement
amongst themselves so far as the meaning of
Prokrti and Pratyaye is concerned. The systems

1

g g8 Nm fAoewdr (3339 SEned e gadr 8wl

FYRFTIGHT  wEFEElsy  AEIW  sewegrRawEgaalat
ffaaiafa i—Punyardja under the Vikya., kér., 2. 167.
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of grammar, though they practicilly deal with
the same subject, are so variant from one another
1n respect of nomenclatures and the method of
treatment that what are shown to be the
meamng of Pralyeya in one system are tahen
to be the significance of Prakpf: in the other.
Notwithstanding such examples, a3 shown above,
we should carefully bear 1n mind that the
meaning of a word is really expressed by both
Prairty and Prafyaya in  their natural bhut
grammatical combination. *
Though different views are held as.to the
signifieance of Nipafas, there is, however, no
divergence regarding the expressiiencss of
Prakrls and Pratyays The two well-known
divisions of Psakst:, namely, Dhatu and Prat:-
padila, have therr meanmngs fixed by popular
usages. Patafijali prefers to designate Prakrte
ag mumfle 1 relation to Pralyaya which is
called mumeféi  What he intends to imply 1s
that the meanings of Pralrts (as are to be found
in the Dkatu-patha and Pratipadika-patha) are
more or less known, whereas those of Psatyaya
are not exhaustively found Though he uncondi-
tionally admits that the whole word (as an
aggregate of both Prakrés and Pratyaya) is
alone capable of denoting the sense, Patafijali
shows clearly how by the application
of the logical method of wgreement and
difference, Prakrts and Prafyaye, as m g
and =, may be distinctly specified as having
thewr separate meanmngs. The terms Prakrs
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and Pratyaya are treated in grammar as two
technical words—the shortest name for a class.!
The rule were:, Pan. 3. 1. 1, is explained by
Patafijali as an adhikara-satra denoting a Samjiia.
He contends further that by virtue of adhikarae
this samjfa may apply to Prokrti, Upapada,
and Upadhi and consequently they may have
all grammatical operations usually pertaining
to Pratyaya.? There arises, therefore, the
necessity of making cerfain  restrictions.
Moreover, he explains the word Pratyaya
in two ways,® as what either expresses the
meaning, or is comprehended. He then
proceeds to show how to distinguish Prakrfi from
Pratyaya ; * the former, it is said, is entirely
comprebensible by the enumeration of roots and
Pratipadikas, while the latter is not capable of
being known exhaustively. There is another way
also to bring out this distinction. Prafyaye is said
to be more important (sﬁperior) than Prakyti,’
its superiority or importance being due to the
fact that Prafyayo as aclass is nowhere enu-
merated (as significant forms of speech) except
in grammar, We should not fail to notice

b E91 9 AW gal | 99 1—M. B., Vol. 11, p. 3.
? ofERTA @i 91 ssEeRarTEG mafa
Mghabhiasya under the rule Pan., 8, 1. 1.
TG 59T 1. 0TS gy 3 SRt Feaay |
—TIbid.
[
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here that Pratyayes like sup and tin are nat
mentioned  separately with their respective
meanings, whereas roots and Pratipadilas
(as two divisions of Pralrit) are to he found
respectively in the Diafupitha and in the enun-
ciation of Pratipadikas Thisview which assigns
greater importance to Prafyaya is baced on a
Paribhasi.! The above explanation of Pialyoya
may serve the purpose of exeluding Prakrt:, Upa-
pada and Upadhi from the category of Pralyaya,
but what still domands solution is to differen-
tiate modification and augment (famvooran:)
from Pratyaya?® as such. A careful study of
the formation of words makes it sufficiently
clear that modifications and augments (as they
appertain to hoth Prakrir and Pralyaye) seem
to have all the qualifieations of Pratyaya,
though they are not practically treated as
such by the grammarians. The modification
and augment might be included in the same class
with Pratyaya, inasmuch as both of them are
wanting in original enunciation prior to their
treatment in grammar. It will not suffice to
say, as XKaiyata® explicitly remarks, that

1 ogWAmYMdl qwid wAaRsd, 1 fo o FuIs gag, —M B
uvoder therule Pan ,3 1 1

* fameEdg 9 oifrnam—Var 4 M B, Val ILp 2 gmy
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146 PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRIT GRAMMAR

Pratyaya has its position fixed, wviz., it comes
invariably after Prakrti, while there is no such
fixity of position with regard to modifications and
angments. Butb what is grammatically sanctioned
is that umggwr does not really depend upon
the posteriority of position, because baluc and
akae, inspite of their irregular positions, are also
included within the category of Prafyaya. Again,
forms like nibha, samkase, ebe., though used
atter Pratipadikas in the sense of similarity,
are nobt grammatically regarded as Pratfyaya.
It must be noted here that the suffixes like dakuc
and ekac form irregular instances, so far asthe
position of Pratyaya is concerned. The difference
is then shown by a reference to the construction
of the S#@fras. The S#@tras enjoining nodifications
and augments are generally found to have
w8l as what determines them, whereas Pratyaya
is enjoined by the Saufras containing ugw.
There is another criterion to distinguish Prafyaya
from both modifications and eugments. Pratyaye,
as the very term implies, is significant, though
the so-called wrfermway like ko forms an excep-

tion, wiz.,, it has apparently no meaning

apart from that of Praksti to which it is

added. The modifications and augments, on the

other hand, have got no signification at all.

It is quite evident that a word, taken as an
indivisible whole, is what expresses the intended
sense. This is the conclusion Patafijali has

' Toeda faurrn: @ a1 vaa SR (—Sabdagakti, Kar, 10,
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arrived at. If this be the general principle
that regulates the use of words, how can we
logically say ‘this much is the meaning of
Prakpti,’* and ¢ this is the meaning of Prafyaya ?’
Patafijali meets this position by referring to
the method of agreement and difference® whereby
the distinct meanings of both Prekpti and
Pratyaya are generally comprehended.

The question does not come to an end here.
It is further argued that instead of assigning
meanings to both Prakrti and Pratyaye, 'it is
better to hold either Prakrti or Pratyaye alone
as expressive of both the meanings ; or Prakrfi
may be supposed to be the only significant form
and Prafyaya only indicative (dyotaka).
This is true, Patanjali observes, so far as
Samanyq-Sabda, vir., word denoting a class, is
concerned. It must be remembered that with-
out rveference to either context or special
sense, Samanya-Sabda, as a rule, cannot express
the particular meaning. But when we say
orksah, what we find is that a particular sense
is naturally implied. We are, therefore, bound
to admit that these are not Samanya-Sabda.
Now what deserves our attention is that in a
word both Prakpéi and Prafyoya have their
respective meanings consistently related to each

1

a0 F9 waed vewdisd wemd sfa e A gm wafaldnmat
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other -.so as to express one indivisible sense.
The base, as Patafijali has shown, and the
sufix in the word wvpksel means respectively
(1) a material body containing roots, stem,
branches, leaves, etc., and (2) oneness or singula-
rity. Elsewhere it is said that oneness as well as
karmaive, etc., are the meanings of the’ case-
endings.

There is another difficulty with regard
to the meaning of Prakrti and Pratyaye. As
systems of grammar have no agreement so far
as the meaning of Prakrté and Prafyaye is
concerned, one finds it difficult to determine
the meaning of them with a degree of certainty.
What is said to be the meaning of a Prafyaya
in ope system of grammar is taken to be the
meaning of Prakyti in the other.? This is why
the Sphotavadins have rejected both Padas and
Padarthas as unreal. There is nothing,
Bhartrhari argues, as Pada fixed by its very
form,® and no meaning follows from a Pada,
but from a sentence. A Padg, in its gram-
matical sense, has no real existence apart from
the sentence of which it forms an integral part.
How, then, are we to justify the principle of
grammar which treats of such unreal things
as Padas ? Bhartrhari continues that Sastras

Y awared fawmmt: | gat sedisegt; i—M. B., Vol.II, p. 58.
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(grammar) by their diversified mothods and
procedures only serve to exhibit Aridya or fnlso
impressions,! It must be, however, admitted
that the method adopted by the grammarians
in the analysis of words, whether real or unreal
from the standpoint of Sphotavida, 15 not only
scientifically perfect but immeonsely holpful
to the beginner. Though dealing with words
that are unreal and transient, tho science of
grammar, as we have already seen, does not fail
to serve a very useful purpose. Justas enois
liable to pass through many unreal phenomena in
which he is born, before he reaches the final goal
or reality, so the grammarian starts with a false
appearance as Padas and is ultimately qualified
to have a glance into the mystical olement of
Pak, wo mean Sabda-Brakman, by unveiling the
soreen of ignorance.*

Upasargas and Nipatas or Prepositions and
Particles are, as we have secn, enumerated by
Yaska® in the list of Parte of Speech. Their
linguistic aspects, with reference to their possi-
bility of having heen once used as regular forms
of words, have been discussed in the Linguistic
Speculations of the Hindus, Now we propose
to deal with the grammatical side of the ques-
tion. We do not find any difficulty in ascortain-
ing the meaning of Namans and Dhatus, but it

2 gy aimREER ReadnR (—Ibd
' wyd Al fusn wa: g TR —Vikya 3 239,
* wmfT ugEmA AwEaR NeeifiEy (—Nirukta, 11
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is more or less a matter of doubt ! whether
Upasargas, and Nipates have the power of ex-
pressing the intended meaning in the strict
sense of the term. To determine the precise
significance of these two classes of parfs of
speech is a difficult problem over which the
grammarians and’ the Naiyayikas seem to have
been conflicting.

The definition of Upasarga, as given by
Sakatayana, purports to show that Upasargas
have ‘no meanings when they are dissociated
from verbal forms.? What follows necessarily
from this statement is that they are not signi-
ficant by themselves. The view of. such a
grammarian of revered memory seems to have
received approval of Yaska and later grammari-
ans. The indicativeness (dyotakaiva) of Upasargas,
as opposed to their direct expressiveness (vaca-
katva); is clearly pointed out by Yaska® when
he lays down in agreement with the grammar-
ians* that Upasargas are far from being express-
ive of sense, but serve only to qualify or special-
ise the meaning of Dhatus. Dhatus are said to
be of various meanings. The meaning which
we generally assign to Upasargas is really de-
noted by the root itself. The additional sense
(as that of penfection in an instance like

'} owgfiuvgws  Rlavadfda ) fed dodeged g
{sqmEey: §——Quoted by Durga., .
* # fqagt Suadt waRrreRfE mweee: |—Nirokta, 1. 8., p. 67.
AETET SEiesNaNtaE wafa (—Ibid,
* fFemfafias Sygd:—Mahabhasya, Vol. I, p. 256.
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prabharati) which is usually assigned to Upa-
sargas is said to ho expressed by Dhalnz thom-
selves, Girgya, on the other hand, emphati-
cally supports the opposite view and eclearly
shows how various meanings are often oxpressed
by Upasargas! Itisno wonder that Girgya,
who is said to have assigned meanings to each
individual letter that enters into the constitution
of a word, would differ from the majority of the
grammarians in making all Upasargas express.
ive of particular meanings. Whatover bé the
real value of Giirgya’s argumonts, we-cannot
help admitting that his standpoint, though
finally rejected by the grammarians, is not
absolutely unreasonable. The way in which
bhavati differs from prabhavati and tigthati
from pratigthate (stoppage of motion and motion
being respectively meant) in their respective
meanings is calculated to show how roots like
U and stha in their pure and compounded
forms aro distinctly different in respect of
meanings. The method of agreement and diffe-
rence, when applied to such cases, makes it suffi-
ciently clear that the additional sense, as is
obtained from the use of roots combined with
Upasarga, is dus to the presence of Upasarga,
that is to say, the specinl meaning is directly
implied by Upasargas. We moot with many
instances of verbal forms to which the addition
of Upasargas materially changes the meaning

* gwaAen weld W A i—Nirokta, 1 8, p 57
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capable of being denoted by the simple root
- bhii. What useful purpose is, then, served by
Upasargas, if they have nothing to signify ?
Their function,” so to speak, is tc manifest or
give prominence to the latent meanings of roots
(which are not ordinarily expressed when the
root is simply used). The analagy of a lamp,

"+ as shown by Durga,! is a well-conceived one,

for it illustrates the part played by Upasargas in
the comprehension of meanings. Just as certain
properties (as height, length, ete.) belonging to
a thing are rendered visible through the instru-
mentality of a lamp, and those properties, as
a matter of fact, appertain to the thing itself
and not to the lamp, even so the addition of
Upasarggs serves to bring out the meaning of
roots, The particular sense, usually assigned to
Upasm gas, is essentially - what is expressed by
the root itself.

Patafijali? explains the Upasarga aswhat par-
ticularises the action ; the verbal form pecati,
for instance, implies the action, viz., cooking,
and when pre is prefixed to it, it serves only
to qualify the actlon, adding the special sense of
perfection (awa:) to the meaning of the root.
He did not, however, fail to notice that in
instances like #igthati and pratisthate the addition
of an Upasarga materially changes the meaning

toau QAR wwe JufaRdshemmmnd gaed o wafs v
RqTE: (—~~Nirukts, p. §9.

* frmfaRew Suud; |=eMahibhigys under Papn., 1.3 1, qa;m‘a
fomr A3 at @ fafafe o

g
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of the root. What follows from this is that
it is the presence of pra that causes such
changes in the meaning (e.g., ‘stoppage
of motion’ and ‘motion’). The above is an in-
stance in which there is apparent opposition
hetween the meanings of Dhitu and Upasarga.
The Karikd, as quoted by Punyaraja,' clearly
brings out the characteristics of Upasargas, as
will be evident from the substance given below :
Sometimes the so-called denotation of Upasargas,
as in«+the above instance, seems to be in opposi-
tion with the meaning of Dhatus ; some follow
the meaning of the root without any disagree-
ment, and some only serve to specialise the
signification of the root. Having recourse
to the theory that a verbal root admits
of more than one meaning,? Pataiijali lays down
clearly that Upasargas have no direct efipres-
siveness (like Namoens and Dhifus) and that
their supposed meanings, as perfection, proximity
etc., are, strictly speaking, derivable from
the root. Accordingly, ¢isthati alone (without
having connection with any Upasarga) is capable
of denoting both motion as well as stoppage of
motion.’®

Bhartrhari is not satisfied with the remark
that  Upasargas are only suggestive, bub

A Wigd T9R @i wfEwEgada | a8 ffeee saem-

fauru
* T =0 y@a wafg (—M. B. under Pin., 1. 8. 1.

*  foefa’e afitrawe, fsfls afbeam ﬁfaf‘ﬂq {—Mahabhasya
under Pin,, 1. 3. 1y
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has discussed all possible standpoints where-
from Upasargas might be viewed. Tt is not
sufficient, he holds,' to take Upasargas only as
suggestive, because some of them, as pra in
pratisthate, seems to be quite good in expressing
the sense. Again, when the special meaning
is practically expressed by the root and Upa-
sarga in their combination,? it is not unlikely
that Upasargas also have their contribution,
so far as the expression of the intended sense
is concerned. 'Thus, we find that Upusargas
may be viewed from three different standpoints,
namely, vidcaks or expressive, dyolaka or sug-
gestive and sahakdrl or auxiliary ; these three
correspond to the three classes, as shown in the
Karika referred to above.

So far as grammatical operations are con-
cerned, Dhatus are generally found to be cate-
gorically distinct from Upesargus. In the
Dhatupatha mention is only made of roots and
not of Upasargas. Again, the process of re-
duplication (dvirvacana) and the augment at
(addgame) are functions that pertain to a
Dhatu  alone, Bbartrhari® here supporis the
non-difference of verbal forms (ebheda-pakse)

Pogamd fallawt awargdadisi at) waemm widat
|el ng=AY (—Vakyspadlys, 2 180

* ummedl wydmifais gE sf weaifd wsmiie
gugnl: —Punyaraja under Vakyapadiya, Kar, 2.161.

o -~

* wgedtr @I@E wWEA {ywwag —Vakyapadlys, 2, p. 153.
Pugyerajs under st—wefeivnamaag §ad wEE:  qugufer e
DuantaiRe viged |
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and maintains that Dhatus, though not capable
of being differentiated from Upasargas, are
separately mentioned only for the sake of 7e-
duplication and adagama, but they arve virtually
expressive of the specific sense hich is
somebimes assigned to Upasargas. By Dhitw
we should, therefore, understand Dhaty with
the necessary Upasarga (Sopasargandmeva dhatu-
tvgm). This view is strengthened by the
existence of such root as samgram," which is
insepatably united with (Upasarga)-samand gets
both reduplication and adagama, as in asamgra-
mayat and sisamgramayisate. The particular
action, according to this view, is denoted by
the combination of Dhatw and Upasarga. Their
undifferentiated character is made clearer when
Bhartrhari continues that it is the specialised
action (Kriya-visesa), as is signified by a Dhatu
jointly with an Upasarga, that gets itself con-
nected witha Karaka.? This is why the root
bhu, preceded by anw, becomes transitive and
is capable of being used in the passive voice
(karma-vacya) as anubhayate.

There arises a considerable difficulty in
deciding whether a root is first joined with an
Upasargs and is afterwards associated with
Karakas or wvice wversw. The conjunction of

e fy agmad: Qe g
frafadtan dena: naes qofan |
—Vikyapadiya, 2, p. 154.
raaae Gew aqngae a1 i (—Ibid.
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Upasargas with roots is a question of gramma.
tical importance. Under the rule Pin,, 6. 1. 135,
Pataiijali has referred to two Paribhisas: (i) a
root is first joined with an Upasarga and then
gets itself connected with Sadhana (Kiraka); (if)
a root is first added toa Sadkanaand is next
related to an Upasarga! The second Poribhasa
seems to be more acceptable on the ground that an
Upasarga serves to speeify the action that is
accomplished by Sadhana, The action is not
fully aceomplished until it is related to a Ka’aka.
Though moro reasonable than the former, the
second view is not entirely frece from objections,
Those who lend support to the view, Pataiijali
holds, that a Dkitu is first conneoted with a
Karaka and then with an Upasarga, will find
some difliculty in explaining the transitive use
of the root @s in the expression wpasyate
guruh? It is really the presence of Upasargas
like upa, anu and the like that nccounts for
such uses. Bhartrbari also has not totally
discarded the first view, but has adduced a few
arguments supporting the priority of relation
between a Dhatu and an Upasarga. The drift
of his arguments is as follows:%—A Dlatu

g3 e wigwRvghy ged vaig meAdfi g end ) o wg:
QYA g qRGeTIY |—Mababhlsys, Vol II1, p. 03,

* @iy awa o wig WMAM FER ToRaEnal, 8 wel
yerasdw Suwd  qeRf §% swhw @ —MebSbhisys,
Vol IIT, p. 04.

S i) anmde wifam wEER a9l ud  wheEg agi-
&9 gma 1—Vakyspadiya, 2. Kar, 186,
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ig so called because of its relation to a Karaka.
Buthow is it justifiable to get the designation as
such (Dhitu-samjiia) before the action (kriya) is
completed by actual connection with a Karaka ?
The action (the meaning of a root) is not likely
to be accomplished before it is related to a
Karaka. In order to justify Dhdatu-samjia
in a similar case where the root gets itself first
connected with an Upasarga before actually
coming in fouch with a Karake, we must be-
prepared to assume that even the possibility of
having future relation to a Karake is considered
to be sufficient to indicate the relation of Kriya
to Karakas. This sort of assumption is not
altogether unwarranted and rare in Sanskrit
grammar. The rule Dhatoh karmanal samana-
kartrkadicchayam va is an instance where the -
expression Dhatol karmanal is justified on the
possibility of a root having future connecfion
with the objective case (of the root is). The
grammarians take it to be an established fact
that roots admit of more than one meaning.
The special meaning (as is supposed to be the
denotation of Upasargas) is necessarily considered
to be what is actually denoted by the root itself.
Having shown the three distinet classes of
Upasargas, Bhartrhari proceeds to maintain
the suggestiveness of Upasargas (dyotakatva) on
the grouud of logical inference.! The three views

1 wnfefin: gadia mamfe g @ qargarfaagal miz-

&9q |—Vikyapadiya, 2. 191.
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in vegard to the meaning of Upasargas arve as
follows : (1) Upasargas are only suggestive of the
sense; (2) Upasargas are sometimes expressive of
particular meanings ; and (3) the root and Upa-
sargas jointly express the sense. The conclusion
to which Bhartrhari has finally come is that Upa-
sargas are only suggostive of the sense. Accord-
ing to popular usage, it should be remem-
bered, the form #igthati - is always used to
mean stoppage of motion and, consequently,
tigthati alone (without pra) is found to be
incapable of denoting * movement.’ Here arises
the necessity of taking recourse to inference.!
It is to get rid of this anomalous position that
the grammarians have sought to establish the
dictum anekarthah dhitevah, so as to render
tisthati alone competent to express the sense of
movement, It is to be noted that the so-called
suggestiveness of Upasargas can also be logically
supported.  Bhartrbari proceeds further to
show how the method of logical inference called
gWmEqize ©  lends support to  both  the
suggestiveness of Upasargas as well as to the
Prorality of meanings of the verbal ool

Before ‘concluding this discourse on Upa-
sargas, we propose to give here the substance
of what GangeSa has said in this connection.
Quite in keeping with the grammarians, he
begins with the statement that Upasargas are

2 NIRRT Swgi Qaw wgAMT ggead i—Punyarsja,
. 168,

* qign gEmdeeTgHAATRE; (— Ibid,
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only suggestive' and not expressive of the sense
independently of verbal forms. When we take
Upasargas to be suggestive, what is necessarily
implied is that they help us in understanding
the specific sense of the root. But it may be
argued on the contrary that Upasargas are, in
accordance with the principle of agreement anl
difference,’ as good as significant forms of words
like Naman and Dhatw, inasmuch as pra in
prajayati gives the idea of perfection (prakarsa)
and abhi in abhyagacchati brings out the sense of
‘proximity’ and so on. Moreover, if the plurality
of meanings on the part of roots is brought
forward in support of the suggestiveness of
Upasargas, they, it may be argued, might
also be taken as possessing manifold mean-
ing® To these contentions Gangesa gives his
answer in the following way:—That roots
admit of numerous meanings is accepted by all
grammarians, but there is no such consensus of
views so far as the meaning of Upasargas is
concerned. The sense of perfection and prowzi-
mity is also denoted by the root, Upc&vm gas like
pra and abhi belnﬂ‘ only araqaq;gaﬁ 'The
expression arquaqtgaf, as applu,d to Upasargas, is

1

Suelig AaEL T AERL 1 Aawd @ GQEERE amge-
qegwd  qguE=RT aa afat |-—T«1ttvacmtamam—-—Sabdakhandﬂ;
p. 854.

3

suantErEfalamgieme  sewRaeTfy ufs:; —Tattvacinta-
mani, p. 854,

° UKl aewRsdE (—Ibid,
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an indication that the Naiyayikas have recourse to
laksani® when they take jayafi to be expressive
of *fo be in a stale of perfection. Next, ho draws
a fine distinction between Dhate and Upasarya
by holding that the root stha preceded by pra
has the power of denoting movement, whereas
pra (Updsarga) is not (§akfa) exprewsivo of
the sense by itself but appears like an adjunct
($aktatavacchedaka)? That Upasargas are no-
where used as vicake may be further proved
with reference to an instance like vyatise® (Where
the radical element is dropped); it is no$ vi and
ati that are to be regarded as expressive of the
sense, but we are compelled to recall to mind
the root which is really significant.

Thus the grammarians have agreement with
the Nayayikas <o far ag the suggestiveness of
Upasargas is concerned. ‘Lhat Upasargas have
no power of expressing the sense like Naman
and Dhatw is clear from the fact that we are not
allowed to use Wi m; with tho same breadth
of meaning as is denoted by the expression
My nma.  Morcover, meither Upasargas nor
Nipatas are capable of being qualified by
adjectives, It should be, however, remembored
that the capacity for independent use 18 not
the only criterion for discriminating the

' gfaw 1y faflfEaaa widdafafeaf: s argadaes:
~—Tattvacintimag, p 856

* fEEe W R 8w amansesdy a nw, j—Ibid,
> ‘o s gu: gA ngtadeaes; —Ibd, p 857, -
21
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expressiveness of words; for Pratyayas,’ though
they are never used by themselves, are regarded
to be expressive of semse. The rule Pan.,
1.4.93 may be cited as an indication of the
meaninglessness of Upasargas.

What gave rise to much controversy * between
the Naiyayikas and the grammarians” is the
question of Nipatas. The ground of disagree-
ment is that the Naiyayikas seem to have drawn
a specific line of demarcation between Upasargas
and Nipatas, They included Nipdates in the
category of sarthaka® to the exclusion of
Upasargas, whereas the grammarians have not
made such whimsical distinetion. Yaska' has,
however, shown that Nipatas have a good many
meanings—similarity, collection, ete. According
to the interpretation of grammar,® Upasargas
form only a special class of Nipites having
conunection with the verb. As both of them
belong to the same class of indeclinables, one is
bardly justified to take Nipatas as expres-
sive of sense and the other as merely suggestive.
The- so-called Nipafas only form a class of
Avyayas. Words like pra and ¢a, which have no
power of denoling a substance (dravya), are called

1

FEIA] AIA FUGATTIAG 1—Mababbagya, Vol, I, 219 and

nmﬁﬂm T AE i vaE I ag—Tattvacintimani.

yedt NaFrRay arawt sfa aeas fgd Somaga gimaeng
—YVaiyakaranabhiigana.

wala vgass fawmdfa | fy—>Sabdasaktiprakadika, Kar. 6.

S9rRYAeyY fMuai«—Nirokta.

Iqanl; frai—Pan., 1. 4, 50.



SENTENCE AND PARTS OF SPEECH 163

Nipatas. The same reason * whereby the sugges-
tiveness of Upasargus is evidently established
may be put forward to prove the equal sugges-
tiveness of Nip@tas, there being nothing to
account for their differential treatment. The
Naiyayikas recognise the expressiveness of
Nipatas for the following reasons : In instances
like =pad, araqfmad, wefmad, efc., the
addition of Nipatas is attended with a special
significance, as cannot be obtained from the
simple root Zr and bhn. Moreover, Nipatas like
saksat, namah, ote., is found to have their
respective meanings fixed by lexicon and popular
usage. The grammarians refute this position.
They hold, on the contrary, that the usual mean-
ings cxpressed by anubhavati, saksatkaroti, etc.,
i.c., feeling and interviewing, are really denoted
by the roots (0@ and kr), and Upasargas as well
as Nipates are only suggestive or atauzfaﬁm.
As a matter of fact, we might have used the
expression spuAg in the sense of a beautiful
collection, if a WNipafa like ca were really
expressive of the meaning. As the word vrksal
alone cannot give the idea of a collection (ggwa),
the Mimamsakas take the particle ca as
expressive of collection. They do not recognise
it to be merely suggestive. But the gram-
marians are not prepared to take Nipalas

Y gaan grdl 2 foErngaegi—Vaiyikaranabbiisana, Kar,
12

medl Qaswrew amw sl wwwy fud 3ewagn
yfmgufela 1—Ibid.
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as well ag Upasargas as capable of expressing
the sense independently of Namen and
Dhatu. It is on the principle of Anzaya-
vyatireka that the Mimamsakas have proceeded
to maintain the expressiveness of Nipatas. Their
arguments are open fo criticism, since they have
unduly attributed the significance to ANipalas.
‘When the meaning (collection, cte.) is actually
obtained from words other than Nipatas, the
assumption of Sakii or significance is nothing but
unnecessary, so far as the expressiveness of
Nipatas js concerned. If we are allowed to have
an assumption of this nature, the word Ganga
might have denoted ¢bank’ (swithout the help
of laksana) by means of its primary significance
or Salkti.

The negative particle ne (neii) is also a
Nipdta. Generally speaking, the particle nadi
has got six meanings—similarity, non-existence,
difference, smallness, imperfection, contradiction.
But Kondabhatta has tried to show that the
sense of imposition (;Qfuga) ! is also suggested
by #naii. Accordingly, the word wmgigw does
not only mean ‘a man other than a Brihmin,’
but one who pretends to he a Brahmin® (say a
Ksatriga). TFollowing the line of arguments
of the Bhasya,’ Kondabhatta has also suggested
another view, according to which non-existence

} WQfGas Fsp-dies— Vaiyakarana, Kar. 40,

e

. One to whom tbe quality of a Brabmin ig falsely attributed.
P EaET A aRyisy Wi fe FRIMaT—Ibid, Kar. 41.
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is the sense that is denoted by naii. The ex-
pression nivpttapadarthakalk® (as in the Bhasya)
is explained by him asimplying the idea of ‘ non-
existence.” Nigeda, however, does not agree
with Kondabhatta on this point, The negative
particle appears to be either snbstantive or
attributive in relation to its pratiyogin.®
%ma“m_ (as a pronoun) is an instance where naii is
used as an adjective and the negative particle is
used as a noun in a word like ¥%; meaning figa:.
Raghunatha Siromani 5 is of opinion that ,both
reciprocal negation and negation of association
are denoted by the negative particle.
Karmapravacaniye is also regarded as a class
of Pada. Some grammarians, as Bhartrhari
maintains,* have treated of Kermapravacaniyas
as a special class of Padas categorically distinct
from Upasargas. According to this view, there
are five diffetent kinds of Padas including
Karmnapravacaniyas. Those who strietly support
the four-fold classification of Padas,® as enume-
rated by Yaska, are likely to argue that Karma-
prevacaniyas, often wsed as adjuncts to the
relation between Kriyaz and Karake or, simply

' Mahabhagys on Pan., 2 2.6. swifd afé we-fafus: wgwa |
* genr: g vl@at

> gamwasAwE A |
—Siromani, Naii-Vads, pp 1-10.
* fewr At ud e =4yl gawify a1 |—Vakyspadiya, 3, Kar, 1.
> gEmaRAEEg b TRERas s
- AnaRy FEERAATE ST S et 9gue w1
—Helaraja under Vakyapadiya, 3. Kar. 1.
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as indicative of relation, deserve to be-
treated as Upasargas. There is hardly any
justification for recoguising them as a different
class of Padas. In some cases Karmapravaca-
niyas like anw, prati and sw exactly look like
Upasargas, though they cannot be grammati-
cally treated as such. So far as grammatical
operations (specially the rules enjoining satva)
are concerned, it is clearly laid down that the
very name (samy#id) Karmapravecaniye is an
indication that Karmapravacaniyas are excluded
from the categories of both Gaéi and Upasarga.
Karmapravacawiyas being thus categorically
different from Upasarges, we are not allowed
to have safve in examples like pari-sificati and
su-siktam.

Now what is a Kaermaprovacaniye ? It is
a class of words which is generally used as an
adjunct to sambandha or relation between Kriya
and Kagrake® In grammar sembandhe is
usually denoted by Kriya or action® In some
cases, Kriya * by its very nature gives rise toa
kind of relation and then disappears without
leaving any trace behind. The expression
rajapurusal, for instance, though apparently

' wgedEwEE:— Bhattoji.
gEaE weat sfa ) ewmy v Gramagra wafa
. —Punyariija under Vikyapadiya, 2. 199.
aw % 9a; 9@, GRawma: —Helardja.
99 &iuq g@d safaan G fGfada gon usges @ =39

fr =it 929 5 aaq @ T gad Fal, @ woomsr, Grarmaraf-
WAERY R Faigat [qawr (—Punyaraja under Kar, 2. 199.
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devoid of any Rriya or vorbal form, grammati-
cally means ‘*hereis a man who is supported
by the king’ Here the action bharana (to
support ) which donotes a relation hetween the
king and his man as one of the supporter and
the supported isno longer cxistent. In some
instances, on the other hand, Kriyi-pada is
practically present (asin miatul smarafi) and
there is no such difficulty in comprehending the
intended relation. Logically speaking, a verbal
form serves as a link between two contepts,
i.e., establishes some sort of relation hetween
them.  Sambandha is thus shown to Dbe a
product of Ariya. But therc arises some diffi-
calty with regard to the knowledge of such
sambandha, when the verbal form is not actually
present, When the verbal form or Kriya-pada
is practically absent,' one may doubt whether
the intended sambandha is rveally given rise to
by Kriyi or by other agents. In cases of doubt
like this, says Puanyaraja, RKarmapravacaniyas
serve to determine the proper relation. The
main function of Karmapravacaniyas is thus
to point out the particular relation denoted
by a Kriya, The author of the Mnhibhasya
takes the word Karmapravacaniya asa signi-
ficant one (anvarthasamjna). He understands
by Karmapravacaniyas those words that are

P g frawd wfen ma, an Gaalrdisd enfaf 689 @
vaadia aa a@i awi fMaad sla gamfafin siraend; s

—Pupyarija.
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no longer expressive of K»iya, but indicate the
relation given rise to by a Kriya, whether
present or absent. The difference hetween
Upasargas and Karmapravacaniyas is that the
former directly indicates Kriya or specifies
the action denoted by a verbal roof, whereas
the latter only qualifies the particular relation
given rise to by a Kriya.

What we have learnt from the {oregoing
discussion is that Karmapravacaniyas are not
indichtive (dyotaka) of Kriya like Upasargas. But
one may, however, argue’ that the verbal form
that is absent (Kriya-pada), as we have already
shown, is deducible from the use of Karma-
pravacaniya. According to this view, Karma-
pravacaniyas should be regarded as aksepaka, i.e.
as what serve toderive by inference a Kriya-pada
that is not actually present. Bhartrhari? has
set aside this argument by holding that words
whereby such verbal forms are inferred are gene-
rally found to have case-terminations, but never
designated as Karmapravacawiyas. The second
case-ending in pradesam,® as in pradesam vipa-
ilikhati, is due to its connection with the word
v¢ which practically suggests the act of measur-
ing (mana) and is only a shortened form of

- I

Y s e e sdvaeiEn samee sae
-~Punyarija.
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a9 fraude: 9 aRw-fawfata |

Isuq faaey q9 fa@aﬁqqﬁm |1—Vikyapadiya, 2, Kar, 202.
= {au=) aafrmen Midae - g@s g aRkfagdagiand:y
. —Punyaraja.



SENTENCE AND PARTS OF SPEECH 1M

rimiya. Thus, we have drifiyd in pridefim as
a case-tormination (Kdarakacvibkakti) and nat ane
obtained in eonjunction with a Karmaprora.
caniya. Pupyarija further obsnrves that deifivi
available in connection with Karmapraracanivar
is generally found in  cacon  whernr  paeth
in the sense of sambandhn in general wounld
have beon otherwisn applicable.  Tn some cnses,!
n Karmapravacaniya like ant becomes n har to
the third case-endine denoting Aefu or cause.

From what has heen snid rogarding  the
characteristics  of Karmapravacaniyas, it is
almost clear that they are not indieative
(dyotaka) of Kriya like Upnsarzas, not directly
expressive of sambandha which is rather denoted
by the second case-ending used in substitution
of sagtht and not suggestive of a verbal form
like the word ei, asin pradedam viparilikhati,
Having thus rejected the three vicws, namely,
indicativeness, denotativeness and suggestive-
ness of Karmapravacanlyas, Bhartrhari® has
finally arrived at the conclusion that Karma-
pracacaniyas nre those that qualify the relation
brought about by o Kriya, whether present or
absent.

b qrAneraR wint gt et —Vikyapadiya, 2. 205,
? fagr gy wid gaam A aaE )
iy farman g anaw g fizwy~—Ibid, 2. 306,
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CHAPLYHER VI

PRARKRTI AND PRATYAY.

Pratipadika~—derivable and underivable—its menmng.——Gender-—-‘ ’
Dhatu—u division of Prakrti—Pratyaya—its clnasrﬁcntxons '
—8up and Tin~—~Taddhita and Kﬂ-—pratyayax-—-
their meanings. -

Pmkrm is of two kinds—Naman or Pratzpa-:
dika and Dhatu. This c]ass1ﬁcat10n of Prakrti is
accepted by Jagadisa. He observes parblcularlv'
that what is called Pratzpadz/la by: Panini and.
others is essentially the same as Z\’aman Naman.
is defined by Yaska as What denotes an ob;]cct-—-
Sattvapradhanani namini. ~ J ao‘adlsa defines’
Naman as that crude form of, a “word ~which
requires to be mvamably followed by pmthama
(vibhakti) for the expression of 1ts own meaning.
Objects are generally denoted by such- pronouns‘
as %!, ote. While giving a definition of obgects,~
Bhartrhari has - explalned what is 1'ea,llv ‘meant
by Yaska’s statement © ada it - sattvanamupa-f
desal.’ Durga ! obse1 ves that - Namdn -and
Dhatw are not: really dlfferent ‘and. entlrely.
unconnected . with - each other Thele is, on the
other hand, -an idea of ob]ect hldden in the
meaning of a _Dkazfu and consequently sz/a

1

st wig: Fﬁthaﬁ%a mfaqﬁm“’r‘ﬂafﬁ‘ta zaa
aniﬂﬁrﬁ'"—-Nuukm,p 40, o T .
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js indirectly implied by Naman. It has
already been pointed out that Na@man too has
Dhatu asits ultimate base. Now this radical
element which exists in Naman develops into
a Pritipadika while followed by kré-suffixes.
In this process of transformation it loses its
power of directly expressing K#»iyad and necessa-
rily comes to denote a substance having number
and particular genders. *

Pratipadika or Linga, as it is called in the
Katantra system, is defined as that crude form
of word which, though significant by itself, is
other than roots and detached from wvibkaktis.
What is really implied by holding Pratipadika
to be significant 2 is ‘that each of those letters
that go to constitute a word is not allowed to
have the designation of Pratipadika (simply
because of their meaninglessness). It is needless
to repeat here as to how letters, though mean-
ingless by themselves, give rise to words that
are found to be significant, Sripati,?® the author
of the Katantra Parisista, explains the term
arthaval ns expressive of both existent and non-
existent things, and states emphatically that by
‘gignificant words’ one should understand
those words only which have the power of

} wdagurgesay; afufa—Dan. L 2. 45,
v wgaff momg autat v w gl
—Mahabbagys under Pap., 1, 2. 45.

Y wdafely edhed wdmfinawged | s@mmdenfinm.
nfaclia, afevrbaa@s §u1 (FmuETan) —~Paribista,
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expressing " the intended sense independently of
others. But Pratyayas' from their very nature
are only significant when they come in contact
with Praksrti. It is, therefore, inconsistent with
the view that makes Prakrti dependent on
Pratyaya for its expressiveness.

The well-known commentator Gopinatha has
raised an important question in connection with
the import of the word arfhavaet. In an instance
of absolute negation as, $adq-visina,’ (the horns
of a hare), he contends, there will be no Prati-
padika-samj#ia, as the expression does not convey
any sense that is materially existent. But what
we actually find is that the expressions like
$asa-visanah and akase-kusumam, ete., are used
as regular Padas having sup added to them,
‘This anomaly is afterwards explained by him in
the following way :—There are two kinds?® of
objects having transcendental or absolute and
practical existence, according to the Vedanta
standpoint; it is only Brahman that has real
existence (Paramarthika-sattd), the cosmic world
exists only in our experience (vyavaharika-
satta). Words like ghatah, pateh, ete., signify
objects that have popular existence, whereas the
expressions, referred to above, denote things that
have practically no material existence. In

Yy T sedRgTenTRa e @i e
—Kat. Parisista,
wfemaRiafagsewan feedsr 7 aw —Ibid,

* "=y % G —tmnéma Y Es, mmmm farmfayaa-
F[iq 1—Ibid,
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loth of these
grammar, we should remember, b

classes of words are held to be sigl"h‘_”‘f‘t: 1_‘“(1
as such, there is no bar to apply the Prahp(‘rdzkn-
samjiid to them. The reason is thi®™ It is not
absolutely correct to say that th® SXPression
‘ §agaviginah’ is absolutely meuningless’ be.c«tuse
the two constituents, namely, éaba and vreand,
when taken separately, are found t have their
own meanings as hare and horns, but what makes
the sense inconsistent is the relation between t!xc
parts and the whole.' Tt must be, hov¢7*T 2dmit-
ted that the above expression is not ltogether
meaningless, inasmuch as it migh[t’ be “PI{TO"
priately used as an instance of ‘absol‘}te negation
or utter impossibility. Bhartrha® S€0TS to
have realised the fact when he say® thf‘t words,
no matter whether its meaning is existent or
non-existent, are always found to Produce certm.n
cognition. Gopinitha cites in guPport °f“h‘5
view the authoritative statement of DUrgasimha
and arrives at the conclusion by holdmg‘ that
meanings of words are cognignble objects,
whether existent or non-existent.? * i
Patafijali has expressly made mention of
two classes of PraﬁpadikasA__deer&hle and

. L
R
b wadiereamafrmagidsaufy fufaaizan >
—Panbigta,
e . apadiya
1 gumalafedsd m ww wA fe —Vaky { _
mafijiga

R gungafzeRAt mfaafessy \—Lisghe
waea EEWsly datgwE  dwrTag
wgadf anme 1—Panbigla (Namaprekaranam)

*  guigdisEyasE mfgafemifn (—Mababhasy

s R Aanz wwE
¥

H
8, Vol. TIT, p 231
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underivable. The words formed by the so-called
unddi suffixes are generally called underivable
words., The underivable words are those that are
not capable of being derived from the recognised
roots aceording to the rules of grammar. That
words formed by the unddi suffixes are underiv-
able, is, as the Farttikas maintain, known by
the way in which Panini has comprehended the
Pratipadikas. 'Fo keep up the scientific charac-
ter of his system intact, Panini did not think it
worth while to make provision for supporting
the correctness of this class of words that are
too rigid and diverse to come under any
grammatical generalisation. The so-called unadi-
satras arve not of Panini’s making, but usually
attributed to the authorship of Sakatayana, who
is credited with having enunciated the doctrine
of ‘reducibility of all words to verbal roots.’
Sakatayana seems to have been a grammarian of
great reputation whose doctrine was accepled by
Yaska and some of the grammarians. As he
was not in favour of such a doctrine that tends
to make all Namans, without exception of even
Samjiia-dabda, derivable from roots, Patafijali
had but scanty regard for this old gramma-
rian.  This is clear from the way in, which
he has derived the word Sakatayana (Sakatasye -
tokam).  According to the interpretation
of Yaska, the underivable words are as
good as  gswhvijiidta-éabda, because their
accents, grammatical analysis and the radical
elements cannot properly be determined by the



.
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usual method of derivation. Of tha thres clacess
of words recognised by Durga, the so-called
underivable words come under the eategory of
Prakalpyahriya-dabda, as oppored to Prafyakga-
kriya, inasmuch a< in cases like these the
radical element or the meaning thereof has to he
supplied by means of inference. The words of
this description, as they do not admit of regular
derivation, should be derived on the analozy of
words having likeness with them, either physi-
eally or psychologically., In deriving words like
these, observes Pataiijali, one is to.supply
cither Prakrli or Pratyaya, as the cnse may
he.

The Naiyayikas have classified Namanz into
four classes, namely, radha, laksaka, yoga-
ridhka, and yaugika, 'Th: ridha or sawmjia.
$abda i a Naman the meaning of which is
fixed by sankefa or divine convention. The
words belonging to this class are generally
found to be restricted in their partioular mean-
ings, which are somewhat different from their
derivative " significance. The word gaul, for
instance, though derived from the root gam—
to go, does not mean ‘one that moves,’ but
restricted to a partiouldr sense (an animal pos-
sessing dewlap, hoofs, horns, etc.). Jagadisa
has made a further classification of Sasjiia,
such as, naiwitliki, paribhasiki and aupadhiki,
Words, when they are used in a secondary
significance distinct from the primary or natural
one, are called laksaka. Generally, we have



176 PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRITGRAMMAR

recourse to loksand or assume a special signi-
ficance .when the import of a sentence seems
to be inconsistent with the primary significance
(mukhyartha). The usual meaning of the word
Gangd, as in the expression gangayim ghosah,
is practically incompatible with that of ghosa,
tor the current of water is not likely to be the
habitation of people. The word is, therefore,
not used-in its literal sense in the above in-
-stance. The word is necessarily taken to indicate
, the bunk so as to vender the import perfectly
consisteat with our experience. It must be
carefully noted here that there is not a distinet
class of words that are always used as laksaka
and enumerated as such either by the gramma-
rians or rhetoricians, the same word being
used as vdceka in one expression "and as
laksake in the other. There are certain words,
as we have pointed out elsewhere, like praving,
kusala, ete., which are seldom wused in their
primary or original sense (skilful in playing -
on lyre and one who takes the Fkusa-grass),
" but have acquired a more generalised meaning
(i.e., expert). The yoga-riidha words are those
that possess in themselves two-fold significance
—derivative and conventional. The word pasn-
kaja, taken as a whole (samudaya-sakti), means
a lotus; by the foree of grammatical derivation
{avayava-§akti) it means almost the same thing
t.e., “anything growing in the mud’ (panka-
jani-Lartrtva). Though substances other than
lotuses are also found to grow in mud, the foree
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of convention has so restricted the sense of the
word panlaje as to mean a lotus and not the
aquatic moss  The yaugmla words are so
called because their meanings are the sime as
18 expressed by then constituents, e, prakrte
and Prafyaye The yaugiha words, such as
karala, pathaka, cte, denote the same mean-
g as 1s usually sigmfied by then component
puts to which they might be dissolved by means
of grammatical analysis  In vien of the words'
lhike mandaepa, mahiapate, cte, some” have
recogmised another class of Numan called »ndha-
yaugiha 'The word mandapa, unlihe pankaja,
has got two distinet meanings  When dissolved
mto parts, the word means € one who drinks
scum ,” and when taken as a whole (2#dka),
1t means ¢ a house > Here the derivative mean-
mg 1s matenially different fiom the conventional
one In treatises on poetics we find a speeal
class of words known as vyeiyala, vz, sugges

tive The Naiyayihas as well as the older school
of glammarians have not recogmsed vgaiyana as

a separate vriis

There 18 another way of classifying Namans,

2e, according as they are restricted mn thar
use m regard to pumbers There are some

words m Sansknt which are never used 1n the

singular number , theie are some having neibher
singular nor plural forms, agam, there are

others that have neither singular nor plural

forms Thus, number also has been made a

criterion for the classification of words Jagadisa

23
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has already shown the five ' different varieties
of Namdns (according to their numbers), as
suggested by Pataiijali: (1) There are words
like eka, viméati, ete.,, which are always used
in the singular number. (2) Words like «bla,
dvi, puspavant (which means both the sun and
the moon), aévin (heavenly physicians), rodasi
(meaning both earth and heaven) are used to
denote dual number only. (3) Words like
pmzm, tri, kati, ete., are found in plural
number only. (4) The word ubhaya is used in
both singular and plural. (5) Words like ghata,
pata, vrksa, etc., are allowed to have.all the
three numbers.

Having shown that all words are expressive
of Pratibha or ultimately serve to bring out
intuition, Bhartrhari proceeds to discuss the
meaning of words and refers to more than one
philosophical view in this connection. The
utterance of a word, some hold, brings out the
sense of a thing only and not its particular form
and inherent properties. No qualified cognition
is possibly derivable from a word, i.e., what is
signified by a word is only a thing without any
qualifications.  Just as certain words, namely,
dharma, svarga, devatd, ete. fail to present

1

uRd qO gral a9aRafiRe 90 arereETTEY AW wefy
gy |—Sabdefaktiprakasika, Kar. 85.

2

TR Wﬁ{m%ﬁ: T= E—"ﬁg‘ﬁiz e (—Vikyapadiya, 2. 119,
3 woEHgaaEn; gaAgiaiay (—Ibid,
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before us any material form, so words like gauh,
aévak, ete., do not convey the idea of any parti-
cular forms, But difficulty arises when we
actually consider the meaning of words like
gauh, and ascah which, as we know, denote
objects along with their respective forms. The
upholder of the view says in defence that the
idea of a being having hump, hoofs and horns
does not really follow from the word gauk itself,
but cognition of the particular form is drawn
from some other sources,’ viz., common experience
obtained from the use of words, The qualified
knowledge (i.e, knowledge of the form) is far
from being the meaning of a word. Some,
again, hold the opposite view. As in some
cases words are found to denote a class and
sometimes individuals, it is only plausible
to maintain that the meaning of a word
cannot be an unqualified one. This view,
however plausible, is rejected on the following
grounds. There are no words that denote
only a ¢class, because-the idea of individuals
invariably comes in, as a class is inconceivable
without a substrabum (individuals). Again,
a word denoting a class alone is not competent
to convey the sense of individuals, The word
gauh, for instance, is capable of denoting a
class (gofva), but fails to bring out the particular

! AR 1
7 g g9 fagw 4 {5 ga=ums: (—Vakyspadiys, 2.
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form of a cow-individual.! Similarly, the word
ghatual, ® signifies only a thing (a pot) and does
not imply the particular form with which the
object generally comes to our cognition. Some
hold, on the contrary, that the meaning of a
word comprises in itself all possible cognitions
about the thing denoted.® According to this
view, the meaning of a word is savikalpaka.
The particular knowledge (visista-jiidna) of a
thing presupposes a knowledge of its qualifica-
tions. ‘Some philosophers have tried to show
that kndwledge of all descriptions is likely to be
more or less qualified. TFinally, a way is made
out of these conflicting views. Some words are
really found to be denotative of objects having
particular forms and some (words like devala,
svarga, ete.) producing only formless or imma-
terial notions* Another point is then raised.
There is mno fixed meaning that is always
- signified by a word. The meaning of a word
is so variant that we are hardly allowed to say
this is exactly the meaning of this word’ Just
as a thing, though retaining its form unmodified,
appears to be a different one owing to the
defective organs through which it is perceived,

7 A =fiar STfisisaaa® (—Vakyapadiys, 2.
WA A SN Aty e (—Ibid,
IgEstad, wnzfanaagsy; |—Ibid.

AR, G3an Fwgfafaasa |

9 A wERE Siema wave y—1Ibid, 2, Kar,'135.
e w4 faga wan w=ed—Punyarsja.
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so the meaning of a word scems to be variant
according to the knowledge of the speaker and
the person spoken to. It is not unfrequently
that we meet with words which are taken in
various senses by different men. The word
ghatal, for instance, might be used by the
Vaisesikas in the sense of whole (avayavi).! The
Samkhyiites may take it as implying a combina-
tion of qualities and the Buddhists and Juinas
as an aggregate of atoms and so on, What
should we then do under theso anomalous
circumstances ? Human knowledge is' limited
by nature. It is not possible for a man to know
anything in its entirety. To realise the ultimate
essence of a thing lies practically beyond the
range of human intelligence and what is almost
incontestable is that our knowledge and ex-
perience, as Bhartrhari rightly observes, are
in most cases liable to be inaccurate and
imperfect. Arguing from an orthodox point
of view one may say that the knowledge of
ancient seers® (Rsis), who are supposed to
have visualised the ultimate reality underlying
all phenomena, is free from all limitations
and imperfections and that we should do
well to know everything according to their
observations, s0 as to get rid of this stupen-
dous anomaly. But this is far from being the
actual state of things. One cannot possibly use
words strictly in conformity to the manner
{  Papyari)e under the Vikyapadiya, Kar. 2 187,
* mfut gl g9 a@ 7 feemEfaag—1od, 2 141,
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of these seers. Buf what experience goes
to prove is that they are mnot even above
imperfection and illusion, so far as the use of
words is concerned. Punyaraja has quoted a
verse ' which seeks to establish similarity
between a child and a learned man, since both
of them, depending more or less on popular
usage and figurative use, are liable to reveal
the same ignorance in regard to the use and
knowledge of words. Human knowledge, it
must be remembered, is bound to be of different
types, the same object being variously perceived
by different men. Truth does not reveal itself
to all persons. A man’s intelligence, however
sharp and far-reaching, does not help him in
gebting into the real nature of things. If we
closely examine our experieuce, drawn from
personal observations, we do not fail to see how
often we are deceived by it. Knowledge, as it
comes from experience (¢f. Locke), is subject
to error. Some concretes, examples are put
forward by Bhartrhari to show a number of
striking inacecuracies involved in our observations
or experience.” To give one of them. Even those
who are gifted with clear vision are found to say
‘wilam gaganatelam, though the idea of tale or
lower surface isnot ab all compatible with an
entity likc sky that pervades the entire sphere.

1 guu-muSanat SifEs gat fedi
9 v 9 9 smufedt |

B aaagvgﬁ 9 @d safeg
q Smif@ ad =N 9 @8 gama; |~ Vakyspadiys, 2. 142,
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What course should, then, he adopted? As our
observations are likely to be false and defective
in most of the cases, we should not treat them as
the basis of our experience, without examining
their validity by means of reasoning.' Thus what
is perceived directly by sense-organs requires
to be fully determined by reasoning., Observa-
tions unaided by reasoping are not to be relied on
as evidence at all, With regard to words the
meaning whereof is indeterminable (esamdkhyeya-
tattva), we must depend on popular usage’ and
use them accordingly. The meaning of words in
general, says Punyaraja, is determined by one’s
own range of knowledge. The way in which he
has brought this lengthy discussion to a close
deserves particular notice, From an extreme
Advaite point of view, Padarthe® has mno
material background and the relation in which
a Sabda stands to its meaning (arfha) is nothing
but a false one (adhyase). This being the actual
state of things, it is only idle to dilate upon a
question like Sabdarthe?

The determination of the precise meaning
of Naman is really difficult. The sense that
is usually conveyed by the utterance of a word
is regarded to be the denotation of Pratipadikas.
A word and its meaning seem to be inseparably
connected with each other; and whenever that
word is uttered,- the particular meaning is at

' gwm wRrawer feidaa gime:—Vikyapadiya, 2.

' Ay gaw b vafy frda:—Punyarsgs,

* xad frdqeyfesemedAaf—Ibid.
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once comprehended. Now, what is actually
denoted by the so-called Pratipadikas? The
views that are held to solve this question may
be brought under three distinet classes: (i) It
is class that is denoted by all words. (#) It
is individual. (é¢¢) It is an individual qualified
by the eclass. It should be noted here that
the Mimammsakas are the upholder of the class
theory, They maintain that all words signify
class alone, the usual meaning of an individaal
arising on account of the mutual dependence
of the «class and the individuals. Among the
grammarians, Vajapyayana and Vyadi, as we
find in the Mahabhasya,’ held respectively class
and individual as the meaning of words. The
Naiyayikas have, however, brought about a
reconciliation between these two discordant
views. They hold that it is neither class nor
individual alone but individual qualified or
conditioned by the class is what is really
denoted by a word. The defect of the class
theory, as pointed out by Jagadisa? and others,
lies in the fact that the cognition of an indivi-
dual is not produced at all, if class alone is
taken to be the meaning of all words. The indi -
vidualistic theory is, on the other hand, open
bo such fallacies, as endlessness and vagueness.’

' Mahabhasya, Vol. I, under the rule Pan., 1. 2. 64.
? snfqwra fe 48aigrdat goama—Sabdadakti, Kar. 19.

3

Kar, 10.
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In view of the rules of the Astadhysayi,' Patafi-
jali observes, it appears that both the class and
the individual were held to be the meanings
of words by Panini. It is further® held by
some that gender, number, and Karakas
are also signified by Pratipadikes. There are,
therefore, practically six different views with
regard to the meaning of Pratipadikes. Konda-
bhatta * has made reference to five- different-
views—(i) class, (i) class and individual, (i)
class, individual and gender, (év) class, indivi-
dual, gender and number, (v) class, individual,
gender, number and XKgrakas. Gadadhara has
also alluded to these five views. While we take
sich a wide view in regard to the denotation
of a Pratipadikae, we cannot afford fo lose sight
of the fact that Prefyayas necessarily become
only indicative (dyotake), if all possible mean-
ings were assigned to Prdfipadikas alone. The
second view, 4.e., both the class and the individual
are meant by words, is explained by Patafijali in
the following way: it is* not at all veasonable

! gt wnd wdferag el w9 maR e
9HIgT A=A gy offqif Mababbagya, Vol. I, p. 6.

w5 v fag @ gen awifka 7)1 W uds Ameian: st
fagfawn; n—Quoted by Gadadbara 1n hus Vyutpaitivida,

. wa fesi (99 @i 9g= ugw a9ty Awml 3f@ GEGR gRn
o fsfuan 1 Vaiyikerayabhisana, Kar. 25,

* wushrfdee s * 7wl mwwiew awfe gz
suflewd wRit wafey ffEg sueE g . wgad | wafas
wifiwataEfe; waeng, 22 ToEY) zAgee g RurAEATEa-
lﬂlﬁll Mababhagya under the rule Pan., 1, 2. 64, p. 246 (Vol. I).
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to maintain that words denoting a class are
never found to express the sense of an indivi-
dual and wvice versa. But what appears to be
exactly true is that both the class and the indivi-
dual are signified by words. Examples are nob
wanting to show that a word which has a class as
its meaning is also capable of denoting an
individual, with this difference that in one case
the sense of a class is directly obtained and
that of an individual is only indirectly implied.
Similar is the case with regard to words
denoting individuals. Some grammarians have
also explained this view from the Naiyayika
standpoint. They hold that the meaning of all
words is an individual qualified by the class.
There arises, however, some difficulty when one
attempts to maintain gender, number and
Karaka also as the meanings of Pratipadikas
themselves. It is almost like a grammatical
fallacy to include gender, number.and Karaka
W_ithin the/ifaning of Pratipadikas. Accor-
A3 to this view, nothing is left to be expressed
by Pretyeya. If we take linga as pertaining
to word and explain the rules Pan. 1.2.47. and
4.1.8. as referring to Pratipadilkas denoting both
masculine and fewminine genders, linga also
_appears to be denoted by Pratipedikas. 1t is
" definitely stated in the Linganusasana that
Pratipadikas are expressive of linga. Nagesa
also holds the same view. The way in which the
rule Pan. 4. 1. 4. has been explained by Patafijali
makes it clear that linge is also denoted
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by Pratipedikas, the suffixes like ¢ap, #ip being
only indicative. The real difficulty arises
in connection with number and Karake.
Patafijali has explicitly stated elsewhere that
oneness, duality, plurality, etc., as well as
Karakas are signified by case-endings, DMore-
over, the method of agreement and difference,
as applied to the analysis of wordsinto base
and suffixes, shows that number and Karaka
should be taken as the meaning of Prafyaya.
We have already pointed out the diffieulty
of arriving at a solution whether the entire
meaning of a word is denoted by the base itself
and the suffix serves only as an indicative or
vice versa. Bhartrhari seems to have doubt with
regard to this position. He maintains that the
case-endings are either indicative or really
expressive of sense,’ or the meaning is expressed
by both Prakpti and  Prafyeye in  their
combination.

An examination of the grammatical treat-
ment of gender has been made in the Lingu-
istic Speculation of the Hindus. Pratipedikas?
form the base to which Prafyayaslike tap, #1p,
are added. The grammarians® failed to make a
scientific treatment with regard to the problem

* difem wfew a1 @ikediar fawaa; | Vakyapadiys, Kar
2 165. e
* wifeuRanafas: Fenfeman  fifemewss  @feq e
wamgfadaeam Nuafa | Vyutpettivads, p. 118.
> s qeiifa wlaly faar ofe: ... ora@eEshy fay
IIANE:, T wEE Wl Durga Simba on the role q"‘aﬂqqrqq
Teufaf;—~Kaldps, 23.
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of ~ gender, The po yalar  conception of
gender ! had its origin in the distinctive features
of sexes such as male| and female. But it is
very difficult to justify the grammatical use
of genders simply on :he evidence of physical
characteristics, A U?’k'SGJ or a khatvéd does not
possess, as Patafijali 1ightly observes,” such
physical features as weould justify its gender.
Grammar had to depe [l so much on popular
usage with regard to the determination of
gender that it failed it most cases to givea
scientific explanation. One turns to grammar
in vain to explain the uestion of sex in words
like jyotsna and nads. The fact that accounts
for such usage shoul be sought elsewhere.
It is rather a poetical f: shion, which represents
all that excite pleasumhle sensations and exhibit
female virtues (tenderpesss loveliness, submis-
siveness, etc.) as femal®S; that is to a certain
extent responsible for attributing the female
characteristics to the ‘m0on-beams’ and ‘current
of water! The word {#sas seems to have ifs
gender similarly fixed by a poetical outlook
of nature. The seers of the Rk Veda,® as they
are often called kavi of %rantadarsin (one who
has visualised the finality of & thing), were not
wanting in poetical idealism when they described

U ogafnEdl @Y TfRag: P Fa Mahibhisya, Vel. II,
p. 196.

? wzwwt A fgwma  Ibid
qdf 2dmws Tawmt /gty AeEafd garg s Bl Vede,
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Usas (dawn) as the beautiful wife of the Sun-
god. This is, however, n tentative explanation,
as it does not apply to all similar cases. Though
a flower appears to bo tender and gracaful to our
sentiment, the word JLusuma is used in neuter
gender only, There is so much laxity of the
idea of sex in the use of gender that it would
be a positive mistake to look upen grammatical
genders strictly as an indieation of sex. The
words * dara and Falafra form another instance
of the irregularity ol gender. Though denoting
the same thing, viz, wife, they are so sanc-
tioned by popular usnge as to be used in
masculine and neuter genders respectively.  As
in respect of our knowledge of leukika linga,
we are guided more by popular usage than
by conception of sex, Pataiijali has repeatedly
drawn our attention to the fact that the deter-
wination of genders from a scientific point of
“view lies almost -beyond the jurisdiction of
grammar.
Patafijali® has said it more than once that the
popular use of gender is too rigid and fanciful
_to come under any general principle. The
popular conception of sex has, therefore, very
little to do with the grammatical use of gender.

1Y A fanwen | Mahibhisga, Vo, 11, p. 106
- TR A ST Freawa¥, s med wian | Darga Bimbs under
the rale f‘ﬂﬂqmw&&:—xmpn, 23,

W T ww Mfwsfapaengy)  Mabibbisya on the
Tule Pan,, 4.1.3,

3



»

190 ’PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRIT GRA\[\IAR

Patang?h ha,s however, suggested two charac-
teristic features of males and females on a
more or less physiological ground.! According
to this view, a female being is one wherein
something 'is developed ; a male serves as
the agent of production ; and that which repre-
sents an intermediate stage between these two
aspects (development and production) is known
as napumsake. The popular conception of sex
does not help wus in the least when we try to
explaip the propriety of gender in wvrksa and
khatva. * These criteria are not even applicable
to all cases, since production and-development
refer to qualities and nof to persons.® Both
males and females are found to be the substra- -
tum -of these qualities. What, then, should
be the standard of making such a distinction
between sexes ? Patafijali finally says fthat
the desire of the speaker* is what accounts
for such use, viz., when development or growth -
is intended to be implied, we take it as' female
and so on. (Gadadhara is of opinion that the
suffxes like fap, ete., enjoined by the rules
striyam, ojadyatastap, ete., are sometimes found to
express séritve, as an adjunct to what is denoted
by the base. The grammatical use of st»itva

' dranedl fyeredt @sqtwa; | M. Bhasya., Vol. IT, p. 197.
* wgest A fewmm Ibid.
W g W e weleal gaw 2 gt Ibid.

¢ faawa .y dwmliammt §) wesfawat gegeaEesal
"ay g Ibid. . )
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does not necessarily bring.out the ides of a
female being. It is not ]onxcnlly correct to say
that strifve is directly meant by such suffixes.
The words Lkatvd and vrkse, otc., form excep-
tion to the popular conception of gender. Tho
addition of an adjective as Auman being* does
not even remove the difficulty, The word devata
(though it means divine being—Dboth male and
female) is found to be used in feminine gender
only. According to the grammarians? stri-
pratyayas are only indicative (dyotaka) and
not expressive. The grammarians lave com-
prehended gender also in the meaning of Pra-
tipadikas. But Gadadhara does not fully agree
with the grammarians. He maintains on the
contrary that stri-pratyeyas are ofxly; oxp;essive
of stritva, It is why linge has been specially
mentioned as distinet from Prdtipadilartha
in the rule Pan. 2.3.66. He is quite right
when he says that the sfri-profyayas in words
like kkafva, afavi, and devati are absolutely
menningléss.'

Just as in the Samkhya doctrine of evolution,
Prakpti is held to be the primordial substance
out of which the entire'world, both material and
intellectual, has sprung up, even o in grammar

! mfeda faiqdsfy 2amd} mfirare 1 Vyotpattivads, p. 118,
> wnwAr Aam g3 lbid. ’
g'ma nfanfzs ERsaaam nfefmrgmt earsd Nari
MgFaritaat @raqEat ﬂazzmﬁiﬁﬂa’iﬁma: Vyutpattivdde, p 110,

and gt g AxrgmaArfaf faaclas an gag ) Sabdadakts under
Kir, 64,
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Dhate represents the ultimate element where-
from all possible forms of words have evolved.
The verbal roots arec the last result of gramma-
tical analysis and form the real foundation of
all verbal structure. The roots, very much
like the atoms of the chemist, do not admit of
further division; it is to such roots or phono-
logical types that the Nairukias and gramma-
rians look for the starting-point in their process
of derivation.

According to the Root-theory, as expounded
by Sakatayana,! all words, even without the
exception of proper names, are derivable from
roots. Dhatw is significant by itself and is
said to be the final germ of all word-forms. It
denotes Kriya or action (dhatvarthal, kriya).
Jagadisa’s classification of Prakyti is essentially
reducible to ome, i.e., Dhatu, for Pratipadikas
or Namans too have roots as their final elements.

According to Yaska, the meaning of a
verbal root is Ohdva, .e., action or bdecoming.
Bhave or Sottd, as we have already said, is
the meaning of all roots., If is one and all-
pervading, but seems to be manifold on account
of its association with different wpadhis. = This
sattd, though intrinsically one, has got such
potency as to reveal itself into manifold form.?

' gaterE@iasfa amifa g Nirokts.
® gAYEEn F®199 WAl faUW 3999 |9d) gur g fafeaw
ww ufawEd t...... s gEnEAREEER NstsERRTTEe-

et Afgaten; uim: sd@fzgraRanme anateamalEe: |
Helaraja under the Vikyapadiya, Kar. 3. 36.
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According to the followers of the Jgama,
Brahman, as Melardjn <ays, comprises all Salfi as
its own self. Aridyid, which isonly a Saktfi of
Brahman, is capable of showing innumerable
modifications and appears to be manifold owing
to its diversity of actions. Tho doctrine of
Vargyiyani, as elucidated by Yaska,! shows clearly
how bhira or mahi-sati@a manifests itself in six
different aspects, namely, jayale, asti, vipari-
namate, varddhale, apal siyate and cinadyati. We
must remember that every thing is linble to
piss through these stages. Theso syccessive
stages from production to final destruction are
to be regarded as rvikara or modifications
of Dbhave which, under different wupidhis, is
called by so many different names, Helaraja *
maintains that a thing by its very nature is
first produced before it is said to be existent.
The question of tikira only comes in connection
with  dhdra or objects that are already
existent. One vikare or modification of a
state into another does not retain its nature
unchanged for a moment; parigiama or modi-
fication is immediately followed by growth and
growth by decay and so on. This is exactly
harmonious with the Simkhya doctrine of

1 gy wnfrmg wiefn ardefe wiad st facfioad aga
sqata? fanmadifa | —Nirukta, p. 41,
> wnfraerirg T MAE seadlaR owRdft) qfuas
framusfaffs fasfanit an faeftonq griafe amfaed s aq
awzda afgad adsadad
—Helard)a under Yakyspediya, Kar, 9, 36,
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parindgme, The whole- world is in a flux. of ‘
constant changes and nothlng, as Patan]ahl
observes, remains in its own form unchanged
for a single moment. There is no growth that
is not followed by decay and no decay that is
not attended with . destruction. In this way
everything undergoes a series of changes and
loses its nature every ‘moment. '

Patafijali has suggested two definitions of -
Dhatu as kriyavacano dhatul and Ddhavavacano
dhatuh which practically mean the same thing,:u
i.e., (i) a root is expressive of action ; (i) a-
root denotes becoming (bhava). He observes
further that the meaning of a root; i.e., action,
is invisible and is only comprehended by
inference. That a root signifies action is clear
from the fact that the verbal forms like pacati,
gacchati, etc., are found to have co-inherence
(samanadhikarapye) with karoti? To be more .
clear, the meaning of all roots is capable of
being expressed by the term karofi.

By the meaning of a roof, NiageSa under-
stands ‘action that is attended with efforts
and leads to the fruit.”® In pursuance of the
view of Patafijali, Kondabhatta®* says that

1

7 2w wfgg wsfoswf gexeafed 9§ @ gEesa
af§asr A8 a1 gsuy 1—Mahibhisya, Vol. I, p. 191.

* =9 yawtad fRaEEan ugRey sfa? a2’er wafaet emaniy-
FEql fEaQfay uafa & «foafa o usgfy (—Mababbasgys,
under the rule Pan. 1, 3, 1.

> weggE gaafedt ai g |—Maifijisa,
RAAIRIGTGCAE g fa qarn; (—Vaiyakaranebhisane, 1, 1,
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Jath the netion (favourable to the result) and
the fruit are oxpresced by roots and that
the substratum slone is denoted by the suffix fin,
The Mimamsakas hold, on the contrary, that the
JSruit wlone is denoted by the root, the action
being denoted by the suffix. But this view
goes quite against that of the grammarians,
The rule Pap. 3.1.69., clearly shows that the
suflixes like ¢ip have nothing to do with the
action (vyapara), ut they simply indicate the
agent, the object, number, ste. The followers of
the Navya-Nyiaiya school maintain that the mean-
ing of a root is ection favourable lo the fruit,
According to this view, the verbil form gacchati
means ‘an action, i.e., movement, leading to the
conjunction’ (samyoga).*

There is, however, certain diiferenco in
regard to the way in which the grammarians
and the Nuiyayikas construe a sentence for the
sake of deriving tho verbal cognition (sabda-
bodhe). Both the Mimimsakas and the gram-
mariang arrange the words of a sentence
in such a way as to render the action
(kriya) principal in a cakyartha, with this
difference that the former take action fo be the
meaning of suffixes, while the latter comprehend
action as the signification of roots. The gram-
marians are expected to put tho expression
Caitrastandulam pacati in the form of a logical

VA T
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proposition which will run thus: Cuifra~
kartyha-tapdula-karmako-palkal, viz., *the aect
of cooking which has Caitra as the subject and
rice as the object.’ The Naiyiyikas, on the
other hand, will bring out the meaning of the
oxpression by such an arrangement of words as
would make the meaning of prathamanta-sabde
(words having first case-cnding after them) as
the principal ome. According to their cons-
truction, the sentence will mean: {andulo-
karmalka-pakanuliala-kyrtimin  Caitrel vIZ.,
¢ Caitra s the substratum of acbtion that is
favourable for cooking rice or which has rice
as its object.’

Pratyeyas are held to be significant by the
grammarians, though their expressiveness
depends on their association with the base.
Pratyayas ave of different kinds and numerous.
Jagadisa has classified them under four heads:’
(3) vibhakti (sup and tin), (i4) pratyayas like
nie, sam, yan, etc., that form part of the
root, (#d) taddhita, (iv) Lkrt-—suffixes, Of
these, the vibhaktis, viz., sup and tin, are primary
suffixes and the rest are only secondary, the
former being added to Pratipadikas and roots
to denote number, whereas the latter, though
coming after Pratipadikas and roots, have special
signification. Both sup and ¢in generally denote

A\

1

faafmds wrenafa: sfaft mog)
gyl vag: N Ml geamar |

—~8abdasaktiprakdsika, Kar. 60.



PRAKRTI AND PRATYAYA 197

number. Sup is, again, of two kinds'—(4) sup
as denoting Kargkas; (ii) sup as specially
enjoined in conjunction with certain words
(Upapada-vibhakti).

The author of the Parttika has expressly
stated that subject, object, instrumental, etc., as
well as number (singular, dual and plural) are
denoted by sup-terminations.® Pataiijali has
also lent his support to this view which is
directly based upon such rules of the Astadlhyays
as Pan., 2.8.2. and Pdap 2.8.18. The author
of the Vaiyakarapabhiisana ® enumerates substra-
tum, limit, object, relation or efficiency alone
as the meanings of sup. It must be, however,
remembered that the expressiems current in a
language are so varying and numerous that
the above enumeration of meanings is found
to be far from being accurate and exhaustive.
The Naiyayikas and the grammarians have tried
their utmost in forming the definitions of
karmatoa, Larirtea, etc., so as to render them
applicable to all possible instances. But they
could not sucessfully cope with the immensity
of the task, A careful examination of some

* mrawavat @ gy ffur @ fansd (—Sabdaakn, Kar, 61,
* gur wigdsael: @t 9% aui fas] (—Mabibhasys, Vol
10, p. 58.  gur W S wAlLET ¢
wamRdl faamaat; (and cwamRd R ) o
3 wrisafeREn; awa; nfkaar
gume’ fawmah gat iR W o
—Vaiyikaragabhiisapa, Kar. 24,
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instances will make it clear that the meanings
of the sup-terminations are manifold. We may
hold without going into minute details that the
substraium is the meaning of the accusative,
the instrumental and the locative. Karman is
the substratum of the fruit resulting from action.
In connection with K»iy@ and Karaka tio things
are to be specially noticed—action (vyapara)
and the fruit resulting from it (a@rﬂsmcnt-
SFIREH ).

In. an expression like ‘Devadatta is going
to the village’, the action, 4.c., movement, resides
in Devadatta, while the fruit produced by
such action, viz. conjunction, accrues to the
village. In the same way IKarana and Adhi-
Larana may alsobe shown as what denote the
substratum of action. Now what we like to
impress is that the second case-ending, as shown
above, does not only denote subsiratum but has
manifold significance. In the Vyutpattivada,
Gadadhara has elaborately dealt with the meaning
of wibhalstis. We propose to give here only a
few instances from the Sabdasaktiprakasika
and the Vyutpattivida. .

On the strength of the rule Pan. 2.8.2.,
Gadadhara observes that the second case-
termination signifies karmatva, i.e., the state or
quality of possessing the fruit resulting from
an action (Im*zig/ajang/aplmZaédlz’;vmn). Generally
speaking, adheyatva or the state of being the
subsistent is the meaning of the second case-
termination, as shown in the [oregoing examples,
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but it has other meanings also. In the senience’
ghatam janati, visayatra or ‘tho state of heing
the object of cognition’ is directly implied by the
second case-termination, while fimif is denoted
by the same case-ending in arablya flasyam
dasaminp ca yiral, Again, thesoccond case-end-
ing is also found to signify vidheyafra or
uddesyales in connection with roots meaning ‘to
infer, asis evident from the exnmple raknim-
anuminomi? In tarwh fyajols Khagaly, the dritiyi.
vibhal:ti means separation (vibhaga), and adhika-
ranatva in an instance like Kasimanurasati. Thus
we find that adheyatra, uddeSyalea, acadhilva,
vidheyatva, nirupitalva, (83 in mamantareya®),
pratiyogitva, anuyogitva (as in dandam ving) are
all denoted by the second case-ending.

It should be also noticed that vibhaltis fall
under two classes in grammar. RKaraha or
case-terminations and Upapada-vibhalli, the
former denoting Karaka and the latter coming
only when certain words are added and bave
no connection with Kriya. When these two
classes of vibhaktis are simuitaneously applicable
in regard to an instance like namasharot: devan,
the Paribhidsi* enjoins that case-terminations
will have preference to Upapada-vibhalktis,

w2 maMar fague faafaan an fedar—Sabdasakts,

wnfandaarai figagead o1 fdawd:—Vyutpatieida,
r b5,

3 wmumRe-gh sl fedtam fefuasad;—Ibd p.a7,

+  gugzfawd: Fwlmfnienad



200 PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRIT GRAMMAR

The rule Pap. 2.3.18. implies that both
the agent and the instrumental having relation
to Kriya arve primarily denoted by the third
case-ending.  Durgasimhha observes that in
sentences like prakréya carw (beautiful by
nature) the word prakrté may be taken as
denoting the instrumental (karasa) in connection
with such a verbal form. as bhavati ' that is to be
supplied to make the sense complete. In
dandena ghatal. (which is admittedly an
instance of hefw) the third case-ending, as
Jagadisa® maintains, indicates ILaranaetve,
though it is not regarded as a Karalke on the
ground of its having no relation with action.
In ghatatvena janati, t7t7ya implies prakarata or
the state of being an adjective. As both subor-
dination® to the action of the agent as well
as a cause * associated with action are denoted
by the third case-ending, Gadadhara arrives af
the conclusion that it has'a two-fold® significa-
tion. This view is quite analogous to the
statement of Bhartrhari.

Substratum or recipient is said to be the
general meaning of the third and seventh

' g Wiy SaERiE aqiaamEry (—Ta onder the rule

9= fisgR aa wwwg—Kaldps, 218;
au Aiwmawad vald weag—Ibid.

?  g®q e IO TqA: FTRUEH | Yy 6% FIE Gmaaa-
@17 |—Sabdasaktiprakisika.

3 R sgEmdd fMANNER 1—Vyutpattivada, p. 85.

4 gud TR, a9 EuREqERTEy (—Ibid.

S qga: Gﬂfﬂaﬂmiammﬁaa FRAGHTS § Fqrar;
nfwmggd (—Vyutpattivida, p. 86. N
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case-endings. From the very definition of
kartrtva and adlikaranatva, it appears that both
the agent and adhikarana are, as arule, regarded
as the substratum of action (kriyasrayatva).
The difference between them lies in the fact
that the agent is directly connected with a Kriya,
while Adhikerara connects itself with a Kriya
only indirectly, i.e., through the medium of
* either the subject or the object. This is quite
clear from the definition of Adkzkmana as
suggested by Bhartrhari. !

The fourth case-ending denotes Sempradana,
i.e., implies the purpose (udde$ya). This sense
iz obtained from the expression yamabhipraiti
in the rule Pan. 1. 4, 32. The fourth case-
ending also indicates adheyatva, as in maitraye
rocate and vigayitva in such instances as
Caitraya kupyati, puspeblyal sprhayati.

The fifth case-ending denotes avadhi or
limit of separation. It also means janyatva or
the state of being a product, as in dharmadutpa-
dyate sukham. Here virtue is the cause that
produces happiness as its effect. Sometimes it
implies substratum and place of origination
as, in ovalmikagrat prabhavati and  himevato
Ganga prabhavati., It is not grammatically
correct to use the word dhruve in its literal
sense, i.e. ‘motionless,” as in that case one fails
to support- dpadana-kareke in the example

* mmdaleameTaray e )
agaq fmmfed s sfyacd gaq —Vakyapadiya,

~
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dhavato a$vat patitak where the limat of separa-
tion is far from being motionless. Bub
Patafijali has taken a peculiar position.
He maintains that in dhavefo asvat patitah
(fallen from a running horse) ¢the state of
being a horse’ and the swift motion are to be
considered as dhruva.’

The genitive implies sambandha ; it is said
to have various meanings. The relation is of
various kinds. It is to be particularly noticed
here: that sambandha, as is donoted by the
genitive, is excluded from the category of
Karaka?® and sasthi is not treated as a case-
termination (as it has no direct connection
with the action).

After showing the different meaings of case-
terminations, the grammarians have finally
arrived at the conclusion that efficiency or Sak#:
alone is denoted by all case-endings.® It has
already been pointed out in these pages that all
objects of thought, as are denoted by words,
represent but different manifestations of Sak#i
and that time, space, action, and Karakas are
only various forms of Sakti which pervades the
entire world of thought. The inconceivable

' agAsTEamaie 93yd au frafaaq—Mababhasys, Vol. I.

p. 327.
gEE) 7 W, 9 90 aefa a8) Frmfagfn: —Sabdasakti-
A prakiéika, under Kar. 67.
nimfEwlmargr —Helirdje on the Vakynpadiya, Kar. 3. 13.
faadzidss fem ofn wda®)  Ger sgeduwmals-
frsegs |— Vikyapadiya, 3. 87, p. 199,
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force that brought this universe into existence
and whereby everything is being regulated is’
considered to be an inexhaustible and perpetual
reservoir of Sakéi or efficiency revealing itsclf
through diverse objects. WWhat is called life
or conscious principle is ultimately an emblem
of this all-pervading force. According to this
_view, therefore, everything is made up of Sakfi
or essentially a congregate of efficiency. This
Sakti is, again, said to be either identical with,
or different from, the object wherein it inlreres.
Substratum ' (i.e., the agent and the
object) is said to be ordinarily meant by akhydta-
terminations. We have already said that action
as well as fruit are expressed by roots (phala-
vyaplrayordhatuh). TUdayana®? maintains that
effort (yatna) favourable to action is the meaning
of all akhkyatas. A root, somse hold, ® signifies
only effort and akhyate denotes the favourable
action, the sense of effort being derivable by
means of inference. Some hold that #in-
terminations express action (vyapare) and do
not z}ctually signify the agent. The gramma-
rians, however, do mnot agree with them;
for whenever a verbal form is used, the
subject is at once comprehended. The

b ougeafrsfst wdetee WA qw WAk swme,
wofe weEa 1 GEEREaRaY A fers=—Malljiss (fawilreny)
again w137 g fos W:—Vniyiknraqabhﬁ%ann.

* wrEdy v g SetaEe e i—Kusumssfali, 5, 9,

S qigm g9 FARRY, WrEae SgREuRRE
TAGW: y—Il?id. Tika.
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Mimarmsakas ' hold that 0h@veni or action is
practically denoted by fin-suffixes,? the subject
being cognisable by means of arthapatti. The
grammarians have rejected this view on the
following ground :—if action ov bhavend is to
be regarded as the meaning of terminations, there
would be no idea of action in bhoktavyam which
has got no akhyate suffix immediately following
it. The rule Pan. 1.8.9. is also an indication
that roots are expressive of action. According
to Katyayana, it is the root that expresses
action and not the termination ; for in pacati and
apaksit the meanings of the suffixesare varying,
whereas the root pgc with its significance re-
mains practically the same. By the appli-
cation of the method of agreement and differ-
ence it is possible to determine the distinch
signification of both bases and suffixes.? It is
further held that number, time, Karakas and
action are generally denoted by akhyatas. The
expression * * Caitra is going to the village’ means
accordingly an action favourable for the
present conjunction of the agent who is one and
non-different from Caitra with the object -that

is non-different from (or identical with) the
village.

Y FEAl-—waaE el S, e
demal wwd A9 e f wawd
owd 917 aq fad wEat fag-fwmfaay  (Kartradbikarana).
*  fas gmg=faRanam—Var.
t uraufsainifEads anammiRe) gmbesatd o
FAIGEIHA SN |
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According to the Naiyiyikas, lakaras imply
the agent, time and number. Laf means present
time (vartamana). There is also doubt whether
the sense of lakdras is expressed (vdcya) or
suggested only. Bhattoji seems to be in favour
of the cxpressiveness of lakaras, Lit is
used to denote paroksya, viz., the state of being
invisible, or imperceptibility of action. When
lit is used in the first person, sometimes we
have a peculiar meaning. The expressions ¥ASTE
i famamy, @€ wfag s, ete., are intended to
show that the speaker was either in a sleeping
mood or in a state of oblivion, Zot means
almost the same as lin, that is, injunction, invi-
tation, ete, or, in one word, inducement
{pravaritana).

There are certain suffixes like kyac, kyan,
kamyac, san, yom, which appear to be the
last part of a root. These are called secondary
suffixes ; they have either Naman® or Dhatu as
their bases, The suffixes like &kyac, kyan are
added to Namans (namadhitu), while san, yan,
ete., come after roots (dhatvantavayavarapah).

It is not correct to say that the faddhita-
suffixes, as a rule, have Naman® as their bases,
because case-endings as well as suffixes like
kyac, ete,, are also added to Namans, By
taddhita,® Jagadisa understands those suffixes

: T WignsRawa—Sabdadakti, Kar, 100.
¢ Amngfaa SmREEnRD@—  1bid. 110.
> faufauidaars: weaafgag—  Ibid.



~
.

206 PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRIT GRAMMAR

that are distinguished from vibhaktis (sup and.
tin), suffixes that form the last part of roots
and krt-suffixes. The faddhita suffixes are of
different kinds. We give below only a few
specimens of these suffixes :—(¢) some of them
are patronymic suffixes (epatyartha-pratyaya),
as, an, in, ete. (kourava, aupagava); (%)
some  express modification as, asma
(modification of stone) ; (¢i4) some express
colouring; () some denote one’s deity
(sisya' devata) as, Saiva (one who has Siva
as his adorable deity) ; (v) some denote one’s
place of residence; (vi) some express one’s
possession, as, goman (one having cows);
(vit) some denote a collection, as youvatam (an
assemblage of young ladies); (véii) some are
expressive of time, as masika (continued for a
month). TFrom a grammatical point of view,
the taddhita-termination «an in armdram
Lavil is used to express (s@sya devat@) the clari-
fied butter which is offered to Indra as the deity.
Kondabhatia says that the suffix an in such a
case means ‘what is to be offered to a deity
(devatd-visistam deyam). In the above instance,
deyam or what is to be offered is used substantive-
ly and the deity to whom such an offering is made
appears  to  be attributive.*  According to
another view, both the deity and the substance
to be offered are the meanings of the suffix,

L -

rEmnl fsw— Vaiybkaranabbiiguou, Kar, 59,
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" It is also held that the baso denotes the deity
and the suflix expresses the offering. *

Bhava (Satta) ov existence is what is expressed
by all Pratipadikas. 'This satta is the same as
summum  genus  (mahdsamanya *) which per-
meates through the world, only coanisable as
differentiated in different individuals. It is
expressed by all words; it is signified by all
Pratipadikas, roots and suffixes like tra and tal.
These two suffixes gencrally express the iden of
a class and sometimes indicate existence ar the
ultimate reality of things., Pataiijali has clearly
shown what is precisely denoted by the suflixes
toa and tal while commenting on the two
Varttikas on the rule Pan. 5.1.119. Konda-
bhatta says in the beginning that the signilication
of the two faddhita suffixes, ie., tra and fal
(expressing ¢ the state of becoming,’ or quality, or
property) has been fully discussed by Bhartrhari
in his commentary on the Mahabhiisya (which
is no longer available). The drift of his state-
ment is as follows: the suffixes tva and tal
are added to Ardanta, samidsianta and ‘faddhitanta
as expressive of relation.® ‘The expression of
relation’ is the sole purpose that is served by
the addition of these twosuffixes. The following

1 Bxamt wE? § @wmw: ufweg A1 —Vaiydkarapabbasana.

_» gafyied w49 e TRy sifafkewd ael gn 1=
aafean | at gifefkad 9 vmd < gamk G fer 9 weEEn
qrgTaaRa; 1—Vakyapadiys, 3. 34

s gufgaam@aw A weRdnas safvr—
sqrfraRaqama; (—Vaiyakeragabhisaga. under Kar, 49.
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instances will make the point clear. 1In
rajapurusatva a relation between the king and the
servant; in pdcakatva a relation befween an
action and the agent; in cupagavatva a relation
between the father and the son is denoted and so
on. XKaiyata observes that when the word gau/ is
used to denote only a class (gotva), these
suffixes would then imply only ¢the form of a
word’ (Sabda-svarape bhava-pratyaya), but when
it is used to express only an individual, the
suffixes would then necessarily imply a class that
would sexve as an attributive. The terminations
denoting an abstract idea, as in sato bhaval
sattd,® are generally used to indicate a class.
Kaiyata® finally concludes that satté or
existence is the only meaning of such suffixes
(bhava-pratyaye).

There are two Varttikas which throw much
light on the meaning of bhava. The first Varttika*
is intended to imply that the suffixes tva and
tal are used to express that. outstanding property
(guna, jati) or the ultimate reality of a thing) by
virtue of the possession of which a thing general-
ly gets its particular designation or name.
According to this interpretation, what ac-
counts for the use of a word in a Pparticular

1

AR AR I Al ¥ wwany wagg |
—XKaiyata.
? gdfa sade wawea; |
° q®ig 999 y=iEy e eny aragagar
\@%’ g 99 U9 WEEs n=Minaefia® a-ad
N —Var, under the rule Pan., 5, 1, 119,

AN
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scnse is the inherent properties (guna, jits,
ete ) of the object denoted (pravrl{uumitia). The
Naiyayikas hold that these suffixes are added to
words (as ghatatva, manusyatea, cte.) to oxpress
the idea of aclass, As the Naiyayikas usually
comprehend the individual with dircet roference
to the class to which it helongs, they ave apt
to speak of a ghata as ghatatidvacchinna, 1 c.,
the concept of ghafa as conditioned or qualified
by that of the genus (ghatatva). It is almost
evident that the meaning expressed by f{re and
tal seems to be as good as a qualifying attribute
in relation to the meaning of the base to which
they are added. This is exactly what is meant
by Kendabhatta when he states prakriyartha-
prakdratim ' Aceording to the sscond Varitiha,?
the meaning of a word is exactly what it signifies
by the force of its natural oxpressiveness. The
word goul, for instance, has gofva as its pravriti-
nimstta, or the object for which it is used. Here
sabdae itself, with ifs meaning as denoted by
the suffixes vz and fal, acts as an attributive,
The sense denoted by a word serves as an instru-
ment so far as the use of that word (for the
purpose of expressing the sense) is concerned.
That it is the same with the knowledge of
the meaning is also sufficiently clear from

1 pHfAnEAY wwiQ wig; |—Bhajion under the rule Pan, 5 1
119

> gEwANT @7 wWig wafa @ At MA@ (—Var, ander
Pin,§ 1. 119
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Gangesa’s definition of Sabdapramanya® or the
trustworthiness of Sabda.

Kyt-suffixes have roots as their bases. Those
that are used in the active and passive voices
denote respectively the agent and the object?
The suffixes like ghai, ktin, ete., generally express
bhava (action). Bhava denoted by a suffix like
ghatt is accomplished (siddha). The word pakah
is found to require a verbal form as bhavaii
and has both number and gender. Patafijali® has
shown two-fold bhiva—bihya and abhyaniara.
Bhava denoted by suffixes like ghaii is called
bahya and that denoted by suffixes as tumun, ete.,
is denominated as abhyantara. Iriya or action
manifests itself in two different forms, namely,
siddha* or accomplished and asiddha or un-
accomplished ; the former means an action like
gamana that is accomplished, i.c., cessation of
movement, and the latter indicates the continu-
iby of action as gacchati. A Dbhava when
accomplished and followed by a krt-suffix seems
to be as good as a substance and in consequernce
of such materialisation it comes to have gender

! yNlgqadawTEe: W, waag—Tattvacintamani—
Sabdakhanda, Vol. I, p. L
* wowafafeaeal wamedt  ar—Manjoss,  medfeem,
+ p. 108.

*  Mahabhagya, Vol. II, p. 177.

¢ frgan fagarewEn 9=t 9 Hcern)
fagat zafa=efe addssfo wsi-fafus 1—Vakyapadiya.
raEE FHaT qa gigeafEgaar
fagwiayg gg@n, § gsufefaawe, |—Vaiyakaranabhisana.
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and number and is finally treated as a Karaka
in relation to some other verbal forms, ns
gamanam haroti. This is the import of the
grammatical  dietum! (mefufedr wial gmag
wwnd)  which clearly states that an action
(bhara) expressed by krt suflixes appears to
be just like a substance and thus deserves all
the functions of n Pratipadiha. Krtya (tavya,
antya, ete.y and Lhalertha-pratyayes, when used
to express bhita, denote an action that is un-
accomplished,  Similar is the case with the
suffix Lta when used to denote bhara only, Inan
instance like edhilavyam, it must be borne in
mind that there is no desire for any other verb to
make the sense complete. Pataiijnli * has clearly
shown the difference between bLava as expressed
by tin and Art suffixes, the former suggesting
the idea of time and person and the latter pro-
ducing the sense of a thing. There is another
way of distinguishing them, as bhdva denoted
by tin is generally connected with the agent,
while bhave, as exmessed by krt, is not
similarly related to the agent (pacati gives
the idea of an agent but pakak simply means the
action, 1. e, cooking). Words formed by a
number of krt suffixes such as, twumun, Livde,

' Mahabhisya under the rule Pap., midyrgd a3—3. 1. 67
: wf fafty, @xfufeae wmEm fazfufram 91 frsfafeay
Wi GRS S, FafwiEn gad awq.. fehifeq v,
41 Hag=ia, samlE ga uAysyA 1—Mahabbaeys, Vol II, p 57,
and frmiwfzfaamana szwnsnfafza) gz ong
wemfanmeafarga) Wawal eafqdig=s; 1—DBrhaddevats
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pamul, etc., are gr’émmatically treated as in-
declinable  (avyaya). These forms,' better
known as avyaya-krt, denote bhdve as distinet
from substance (asattvabhiite-bhava) and bave
no regular number and gender. The verbal
forms having ktva and tumun are generally used
as adjunct in relation to those that follow them.
So far as the suffix ktvd is concerned, the two
kriyas are related to each other, as both of them
have got the same subject and stand to each
other in order of priority and posteriority. On
the authority of the rule Pan., 3. 3. 10, Nagesa
holds that tadarthya as implying a purpose is also
indicated by tumun. In accordance with this
view, the expression Krsnam drastum yati will
mean one’s movement for the purpose of seeing
Krsna. '

i

Manjusa, Krdarthanirlipanam, pp, 1083-84.



CHAPTER VII
KARARA

[Edrala—its definition—8akts manilested as Karakas—
different forms of Kdrakas,

Closely connected with the meaning of case-
terminations is the function of Kirakas. Karala,
as the very term implies,' is intimately related
to Kriya or action. The idea of Karaka is
dependent on that of Kriya. Tt is its relation
with Kriya that determines the nature of a
Karaka. Kriya, which plays so important a part
in the determination of Karakas, is, as Pataiijali?
observes, denoted by roots and is invisible,
formless and only comprehensible by means
of inference.

Generally speaking, Kriya means action
(vy@pira). Kriya implies, some hold, action,
effort (krti or yatna) and result (phala). There
is a peculiar combination of these three in the
grammatical conception of Kriya, Kriyd is,
after the grammarians, an action accom-
panied with effort and leading to the result.
According to Udayana,® the meaning of a root is

t frat ¥ 0§ srEwq and e siea)

* el fwm foEe@ v fen aWaaemEieer -
APIAGHIATAT I~—Dahabhasys under the rule Fan.,, 1 8L

s g7 qa st gat, 9 89 wEAn (—Kusumad)aly, Kar. 5. 8.
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effort (yaina) producing an action. When this
exnrtion is directed towards the produetion of the

esuit, it 1s called bharand, as is denoted by the
z??;]; ggma-suﬁm. Durga? has defined iriya as what
appears to possess both prior and posterior parts,
The process of inference whereby Mriya is
usually comprehended has been clearly illustrated
by Patafijali.? Sometimes, when all the requisites
of cooking, such as pot, fuel and fire, are
actually present, we are not allowed tfo say
pacaii. until there is a particular effort indis-
pensably, necessary for the purpose. This sort
of effort (sadhiane) without which nothing is
accomplished is called Krigya® A Kriya, like
pdacati, consists of many parts all of which, viewed
as an undifferentiated whole, tend to produce the
same result.* From a grammatical point of
view, pacaii means a groupof actions, namely,
to place a pot on the fire-place, to set fire fo, to
throw fucl or and the like. As synonymous with

2ha, yaina, ete,, Kriyd@ comes within the scope of

quality and as such pertains to things.

Ther e are various agents (sd@dhana) whereby
actions are generally performed ; these agents,
whether direetly or indirectly related to action
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{(Knya), are srammaticlly called  Karahas.
There are, therefors, as many  Karalas ns
there are sidhanar  in relation to o parti-
cular action  In conformity with the interpreta-
tion of Durea,! Kriyd isimmaterial and formless ;
it comes under  our comprehension  only
throuch the madwm  of  Karalas  Knya,
Ithe guna, 19 an inherent  proporty  dying
dormant 1 a)l thinge, but gets itsell mamfested
when objects are in operation to produce some
sort of result .\« the action denoted by the
verbal form patals  comprehends fous things,
namely, tree, laf, zround and wind, we have
mosuch o ce as voyund (rheat parnam patals
bhiiman precisely four Keralas, according to
thewr relation fo the particulr action  (falhing).
The tree, for mstance, which indieates the It
whetefrom the el falls down 1s ealled Apddina-
Larala, the leaf that falls down and js thus
primanly associnted with the sction 15 named
hartpliraka; the ground whieh forms the
substratum of actwn 18 known as Jddhiharana
haraha , the wind that causes tho leaf to fall is
termed Karana-larala, or mstrumental  The
name of ewch Kirela, asshown above, 1s thus
sugoestive of the relation in which a Karaka
stands to a Knyd. Nigesa ® has dwelt at length
on the defimtion of Kriyi as suggested by

* e fe fam fasgiet @ fe mhfaman sk
aa-) ned fagesy (~Nirukts p 38

3 gagmRwtel uae s34, (—Laghemaljdes p 514
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Bhartrhari. He begins with the statement that
all Karakas, as a rule, get themselves connected
with Kriya.

Turning to the definition of the term Karaka,
we meet with considerable difficulty owing to
the difference of views on the subject. First,
the term Karaka seems to have been too popular
to deserve any definition; Panini accordingly
speaks of Karake as only an adhikara-sitra.
Pataiijali takes the word Karake as indicating a
samjitd ' and goes on to say that grammatical
sanifias are generally made by such words as
are popularly found to be denotative of sense.?
With the object of pointing out that the term
Karaka serves to indicate both sasmjsa and
sammjfii, he has defined it in the following way :
‘ sadhakam nirvartakam karaka-sarjfiam bhavats,’
which means that an agent gets the desig-
nation of Karaka by virtue of performing some
action. He has clearly shown the difficulty that
becomes almost unavoidable,® if the sasmjfiins
are not specifically indicated by the sasisjiia.
Patafijali takes Karaka as a maha-sasjiia with a
view to show that the derivative meaning of the
word (karotéti karakam) is exactly harmonious

* fwfaed @R sfa ¢ dmfEm; (—Mahibhagya under the rule

Pin., 1. 4.93.
? 3% fe e § 38 9% wdtquedan aeitem: G —
Ibid.

° zavl wfaY geEY | YERSEIGIREE ) qEe g
qspalla 1—Ibid.
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with what it usually signifies! Buf we
cannot take karotiti karakam as an accurate
defipition of Karaka from a grammatical point
of view. To define Karake simply as ‘what
performs an action’ will serve to exclude all
Karakas, excepting harty-Larake, from the
category. As a matter of fact, it is kerfa
alone that acts as the direct agent, so far as the
performance of action is concerned; but Karakas
like Karana and Adhikarana are only indirectly
(s.e.,, throngh the agency of karfy) relited to
kriya. .

Patafijali next proceeds to show  how
Karana * and Adhikarana may also be used as
kartr-karaka consistently with the etymological
signification of the word Kareke. The mean-
ing of the roots like pac seems to be different in
relation to different Karakas® We say Deva-
dattah pacati when Devadatta is found 7o pour
water in the pot, to throw fuel mto the fire-place
and so on. This is, so to speak, the instance
where the main agent of action is treated as
kartat Butb Larirtve is sometimes transferred
to Karana and Addhkikerana, as in kasthani
pacanti and sthali pacati, respectively.

! oWewn §9ER @t waq  watsansgedl gq faswd,
FARE FRTAMA {~—Mebabbasyas uoder the rule * Kirake *

* fag. aculvEced: waem: 1—lbd,
* gwrdiat f wlammca frar fwa@ 1—Tbd
* qaw wewAe: wE b,

28
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Under therule Kalapa, 221 (kar.), 'Dn1’aanmh'a
is found to have given a definition* (kriya-
‘nimittam Karakam) which means ° Kamka is-the =
“cause of action.” This definition, we are told,is
-sanctioned by the popular usage. We have other .
definitions «as Well——lmya]anakatvam karaka-
tvam, kriyanvayitvam Lkarakatvem and so “on.
" There is, however, some difficulty with regard
to ‘ohe- definition as suggested by Durga, because
"the word nimitte, as synonymous with kdrana,
means cause and, consequently, it must have
antecedénce to Ariya’ Butin an instance .of
mirvarttya-karman “such as, ghatam karoti® ;
(making a pot), the pot is not logically supposed, |
to have existence prior to the action, and,
" therefore, it is mnot stuctly correct to - take
ghata as an example of karma-karaka. Having.
“raised this obJectlon, Susena proceeds to support .
it by holding that the = antecedence of -the -
‘knowledge of pot is here- attributed ‘to
the pot itself by a 'process of . transference
(upacara). - S
Sambandha, thoucrh mduectly ‘ connected :
with %»iya as a remote cause of action, is gram- -
matically excluded from the category of Karakae,
inasmuch as the term Karake is used by - the

, 1 ﬁrmﬁ’a%’r FRE ST g
* s fafgmad wfa ﬁxaar{q'atmu

Y 9g wqdtaT fﬂqmﬂm wd frnfafaaaq ¢ miqua“'r e
ﬁ“‘a‘l@ﬁ‘a‘“‘m' Tl e wemme gdafiafesam,
vz 'ﬁqﬁiaﬁ"ﬁ’q% ECE L ‘——Karukuy KBVIIB.]& on the rule 221,
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grammarians as a technical name? (ridha-sabda)
applicable only to six cases, The way in which
Jagadisa has discussed the definition of Karaka
and specially the nature of sambandha deserves
special  consideration for logical aceuracy.
Ho defines Karake? as what is denoted by sup
or case-endings and is apparently used as a
qualifying attribute in relation to kriya, Asto
the exclusion of sambandha from the category of
Karaka, he observes that neither gagthi® (as
expressive of rclation) is regarded as @ case-
termination (Karaka-vibhakti), nor is sambandha
grammatically treated as a form of Karaka,
simply for the reason that sambandha does never
directly qualify the action. Consequently, an
expression like tandulasya pacati, directly con-
necting the verbal form with a word indicating
sambandha, is not at all sanctioned by the popular
usage. The word $esa, which is a grammatical
name denoting sambandha, is an indication that
sambandha is excluded from Karakas as such.
Instances like (i) durgatanam pratikurvite, (i)
padmasyanukaroti, (i) Laksmirupakurute
paresam, efe., where the genitive is directly
connected with Kriyd, present, so to speak, an

LY umwg Grafifedsi w2y wEnRa srEn @ areafl
€§g;—XEavirajs (Kalapa).

T g@EniR s @ gak dis mq—-snbaagaku,xar 67.
and frmarQgash: wress (—Ibid,

* g A AW A a1 jdzfzzmﬁt 98t waiEnfE: 1—I6dd.
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anomaly, Jagadi§a! makes his way out by
holding that the above instances, like matuls
smarati, caurasye hinasti, are special cases
where the genitive is optionally used (in place of
dvitiy@) in connection with some particular verb,

z., the accusative of the verbal form karot:
preceded by the Upasargas as prati, anu, upa
getting sasthi instead of dvitiya.

Reference is further made to such instances as
dandena ghatal and bhitale ghatal ® in order to
show that the instrumental and the locative inthese
cases arenot, from a strictly grammatical point
of view, indicative of Karakas, since they have
no relation to Kriya. The primary condition of
a Karaka in general is to have a direct connection
with K»iya. Karana, as a class of Karaka, is thus
differentiated from hetu, for it has no necessary
or indispensable connection with'the action. But
what has proved a stumbling block to Jagadisa
-is an instance like mama pratibhidti,® where the
genitive seems to be irreconcilable with the
verb. On the strength of such popular usage
as s@ me pratibhati, we hold that the plausible

view in support of these expressions and the like

is to comprehend certain words (idam or

b ﬁﬁmﬁmaﬂ ARG q‘fn TS Agag; AR, qﬁmrq
Smfwa aRfHETwaan |—Sabdasakti.

? TR W2 W § s sRusiRs w sRe maqi’fr-
feaang |—Ibid.

S wlanmfzfrnaaee®: gaa sen ¢ aamamraaf%ﬁm&fﬁ

fa. ‘Tiaaq—Sabdadakti., under the Kar. 67.
CCACN
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etad) agreeing with the verbal form pratibhati
and to explain the genitive in mamae with
reference to such words as sannidhan or sakdse
understood.

‘While considering the different manifesta-
tions of Sakti or efficiency, we have seen that
Sidhane which meaus an active agent in relation
to an action also comes within the domain of
Sakti! Having taken an extreme view of
Sakti,? some have tried to show that the entire
universe is intrinsically made up of Sgkti. "How
are we to know that itis Sakti and not dravya that
isto be regarded as Sadhana? A thing is
composed of a collection of Sakti. A ghata,
for instance, is essentially a combination of
such Sakti as the capacity for fetching
water; a seed has the power of producing a
sprout and so on. Thus, all objects are found to
be efficient for performing some actions. As
Sakti is sometimes discriminated from dravya,
as a distinct entity, Bhartrhari understands
Sadhana by Sakti, which is perceived to have
direct assogiation with actions. A thing, on
the other hand, is not identified with Sadhana
in accordamce with this point of view, because
a thing, limited ag it is by its form, is not
practically competent to perform all those
diverse actions which naturally presuppose some
kind of Sakti as the real active principle, Every

.t fraramiafTedt ¥Me wigd frgi—Vakyspadiys, 5. 1.
¢ «fpamreyee fERARTRY—Ibid,
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thing! has its inborn Sakti that is manifested
when it is at work. &akti always comprehends-
things as its substratum, and consequently, it
cannot have its existence independently of things.
The relation in which Sakti stands to objects is
one of co-inherence (samavaye). Having thus
shown Sadhane as a form of all-pervading Sakt,
Bhartrhari continues that Sakti is said to have
six distinet but permanent divisions or forms
corresponding to six Karakes.? A question may,
however, arise here as to the precise number of
Sakti, since Sakti appears to be numerous
and diverse in its aspects, according as
things wherein it inheres are manifold
and seem to be different from one another in
several aspects. Bhartrhari takes recourse to
the argument that a close examination -of the
various activities is sure to prove the reducibility
of Sakt: to six only. As an alternate view, ib
is further suggested on the analogy of
Karakas, which, having either direct or indirect
connection with actions, express bubt karirtva
in its different aspects, that' one and the
same Salkti® may be said to have six different
forms just in proportion to the number of
causes that serve to manifest it. The point

' gy guT AfwiazARafemt I— Vikyapadiya,
HAEIgHI AT 9IS i—Helarija.
2 faan wg mmg—Vikyapadiya,
and oG RARA arwafaal 51
27N a@AIE] § 52 991 aifqaaq 1—Vikyapadiya, 3. 86.
> ffawdzieas i whs:. adlad 1—Vikyapadiya, 8. 87.
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that deserves particular notice in this connexion
is that the term RKarake is, strictly speaking,
applicable to karir-kiraka alone,' the other
Karakas (such as Karana, etc) getting their
particular designation only as indicative of the
different aspects of Lartriva.

. After dealing with the views with regard
to both unity and diversity of Sakti, Bhartrhari
next takes up the question  whether
Sakti® is undifferentiated from things or has
-2 distinet character of its own apart “from
the object, The grammarians, as Helaraja
observes, are in favour of the latter point of
.view, as it is supported by both popular usage
and grammar. Referring to the method of
.agreement and  difference, Hari further
attempts to strengthen his standpoint that
Sakti, as represented by Karakas, is virtually
distinet from things. The burden of his argu-
ments is as follows: asthe meanings of case-
terminations indicating Kargkas (Karape and
-Adhikarana) in forms like vrksena and vrkse
are actually different from those of the stem
(vrksa), it is but reasonable to take Sakti as
a distinet object of thought to which the
grammatical term XKaraka is generally applied.
It is almost incontestable that the standpoint

Ll ﬁvﬁma wtd Wil wWA « and aganafoary vewmi
fradan |—Vﬁkyapndlys, 3, 99, agam—!ﬁmﬁaaﬁaxgaqnafﬂﬁww
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thing® has its inborn Sakti that is manifested
when it is at work. Sakti always comprehends:
things as its substratum, and consequently, it
cannot have its existence independently of things.
The relation in which Sakti stands to objects is
one of co-inherence (samavaye). Having thus
shown Sadhane as a form of all-pervading Sakti,
Bhartrhari coutinues that Sakt; is said to have
six distinet but permanent divisions or forms
gorresponding to six Karakas® A question may,
however, arise here as to the precise number of
Sakti, since Sakti appears to be numerous
and diverse in its aspects, according as
things wherein it inheres are manifold
and seem to be different from one another in
several aspects. Bhartrhari takes recourse to
the argument that a close examination -of the
various activities is sure to prove the reducibility
of Sakti to six only. As an alternate view, it
is  further suggested on the analogy of
Karakas, which, having either direct or indirect
connection with actions, express bub l;cav't?'tfva
in its different aspects, that one and the
same Sakti® may be said to have six different
forms just in proportion to the number of
causes that serve to manifest it. The point

' g9y wesi ubmateEm@IReEr i— Vakyspadiya,
HrEagHaats Tmd: |—Helarija. :
7 fRan we wwg:—Vikyapadiya,
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that deserves particular nofice in this connexion
is that the term Kareka is, strictly speaking,
applicable to Zartp-kiarake alone,' the other
Karakas (such as Karana, etc.) getting their
particular designation only as indicative of the
different aspects of kartriva.

. After dealing with the views with regard
to both unity and diversity of Sa%ti, Bhartrhari
next takes up the question  whether
Sakti? is undifferentiated from things or has
a distinet character of its own apart "from
the object, The grammarians, as Helardja
observes, are in favour of the latter point of
.view, as it is supported by both popular usage
and grammar. Referring to the method of
.agreement and  difference, Hari further
attempts to strengthen his standpoint that
Salti, as represented by Karakes, is virtually
distinet from things. The burden of his argu-
ments is as follows: asthe meanings of case-
terminations indicating Karakas (Karane and
Adhil:araya) in forms like wrksena and vrkse
are actually different from those of the stem
(vrksa), it is but reasonable to take Sakii as
a distinet object of thought to which the
grammatical termn Kéaraka is generally applied.
It is almost incontestable that the standpoint

.. e wdd widmlm @G end azdarafham st
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taken by the grammarians goes directly against
that of the Naiyayikas who refuse to take Sakti
as a separate entity. According to the Naiya-
yikas, fire and the power of producing burning
sensation (dahika-sakti) ave not materially two
distinet objects. They do not recognise any
difference between  Sakii and the object
possessing it (§aktiman). What we practically
learn from a careful study of the various
aspects of Sakti as such and what proves
to be of vital importance from the gramma-
tical point of view may be thus briefly
summarised : S@dhana, which is only a name for
Karake, is nothing but a form of Sakti, and,
accordingly, Karakas like Karman, Karana, etc.,
so far as they are denoted by particular case-
endings, are only indicative of Sakti, or the power
of performing actions as we may call it. More-
over, a mere grammatical derivation of the
terms Sadhane and Karake 1is sufficient to
show that they are synonymous for all practical
purposes and are expressive of Sakti, viz., effi-
ciency or efficient object (if efficiency is held
to be undifferentiated from the efficient object).
Gopinatha, the well known commentator on the
Katantra-parisista, has also elaborately dealt with
the grammatical aspect of the problem. He seems
to have arrived at the same conclusion, i.e., iden-
tity of Sokti with Karaka. The question® is first

L :
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raised whether substanee, quality, nclion, clnss,
etc., or the potency inkerent in them, or, ‘things
possessing such poteney ' are to be faken as
Karakas. Next, he proceeds to show that none
of these standpoints are free from objections,
Tho defect underlying the firet view i« ns follows:
if substance,! quality, efe., which have their
essential character, as is represented by the elass,
unalterable by nature, are identified with Kara-
kas ns such, we cannot possibly justify the in-
stances® like sthali pacati, sthalyi pacati, sth3lyam
pacali, and sthilim pacati where one and the same
substance (sthali) appears to be different go far as
its connection with tho action is concerned. Sthals
pacati, for example, where sthili is uced as the
direct active agent, is distinguished from sthalya
pacati where sthali is no longer Larta but only
an instrument of action (cooking). But as a
matter of fact, sthall, as is conditioned by its
essential aspect (sthdlttra), is one and knows noe
diversity at all. Tho second view is also unten.
able, for if it were so (i.c., if only aetivitics of
things were Kgralas), it would b unjustifiable
to uso the term Haraka with direct reference to
things ® (as we take vrlse to be an instance
of dpadana-karale in crkel parpam patali).

' ERRTE R AT MR- wmd g wrg—DLonsdtota,
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The third * one is also open to criticism on the
ground that Sak#i can neither be taken asan
attributive (videsona), mnor as an wupalaksana
(characteristic) with regard to things, the former
giving rise to mere prolixity and the latter
rendering the assumption of Sakti entirely
futile. Having thus shown the untenable
features of the above-mentioned standpoints,
Gopinatha then puts forward his own views.
Karaka? he holds, is the same as Sakéi, which
is supposed to have different forms; substance,
etc., are to be understood as the substratum
of such divergent Sakti. As to the application
of the term karake to a thing like vrksa, ete.,
Gopinatha explicitly states that it is simply to
imply the non-différence between Sakti and
the object possessing Sakéi that things are
popularly comprehended by Karakas. o

He has further raised an important point.
There is, strictly speaking, no such rigid prineciple
as to restrict the use of- certain Karakas to
particular  things, because the subjective
element, such as the intention of the speaker,
appears to be a prominent factor that often
‘regulates the use of Karakas. Thus one and the
same thing, such as asi (sword) may be either
used as kertd or karana, according as the

Pomed | faRwEean | ae e i sras afEEase
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speaker intends to imply by the operation of the
active agent or that of the instrumental (asischi-
natli and gsind chinafli) with regard to the
action (cutting).

A word is only needed to ascertain tho
preciso number of Karakas, Iari has referred
to six manifestations of Sak!i corresponding
to the six Karakas. Sakti is essentially one and
indivisible, 1t is avidya or falsity that makes it
look like different. The ultimato unily of Sekti?
is only cognisable on the disappearance of
avidya. The whole world with all its diversities
is only a matorialised image of the infinito
cit-akti. Viewed from a transcendental
standpoint, the so-called division of the world
as external and internal has no real meaning.
The word Karake, as used in grammar, seems
tobe an underivable one (avyulpanna-sabda)?
that is restricted to the neuter gender only, That
Kgrakas ave six in number requires no further
explanation. But Gopinitha secems to have
shown some ingenuity in pointing out the possi-
bility of reducing this number to five and
ultimately to two only. Karakes,®he suggests,
may be divided into five classes, according as

b wfEmEaegnmt yed w qwiad, sfHaifed Aesa aaad
<fa Agaw 1—Helardjs, under the Vakyapadiys, Kdr, 8, 89,
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they are represented by substance, quality, action,
class and the essential property. They may,
again, fall under two categories, viz. svasabda-
vicya and parasabda-vacya, as they are denoted
by their respective technical terms or by some
other words.

Of all Sadhanas, karty-kareke or the nomi-
native case is taken up first, as one having direct
connection with the action. Consideringall those
qualities that go to constitute a Kgraka, kartr-
karaka alone seems to be primarily connected
with k»iya, and as such, is the karake par excel-
lence. The aphorism of Panini defining karis-
karaka lays much stress on the independent
character (svdtanirye) of kartr by virtue of
which the agent is distinguished from the rest.
Patafijali expressly takes the word svatenira as
an equivalent of pradhane and explains such
pradhanye with reference to the characteristic
non-dependence of the agent on any accessories,
so far as the performance of an action is concerned.
It is to be partiecularly noticed ! that cases like
Karana and ddhilarana are but auxiliaries that
bring about the completion of the action under the
direct operation of the subject. The agent, on the
other hand, is not similarly subservient to those
instruments of actions in the strict sense of
the term. This is why karta is called svatantra
or self-dependent in opposition to the rest, thab

D owudet g sgfifEnds eame @y (—Helirsf on
Vikye., 8. 99. .
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are more or less paralanfra or dependent on
the ngent. Patafijali has reforred to both
svatantra and paratantra and rightly observes
that the entiro question of dependence and
independence is practically based upon the in-
tention of the speaker! Thus, as a matter of
fact, one and the same object may be treated
either as the limit of separation (aradki, t.e.,
Apadana) or as the agent of action (valakakat
vidyotate and waldkako  vidyolate®). Weo
now draw an example from commen experionce.
Just as the representatives of a king?®appear
to be subordinate in the presonce of their
king, though they aroe independent for all
practical  purposes when they work in-
dependently of the king in their respective
spheres of activities, so sflidli may be taken
either as svatantra or paratantra according as it is
intended to be spoken of cither as pradhine or
merely as an auxiliary in relation to the action.
Vivaksa or the intention of the speaker being thus
an important factor that determines the nature
of & Karaka, wo are allowed to use the ward
sthali, for instance, as Kaitd, Kerma, Karana,
and Adhikarane, From what we have seen
above, it is sufliciently clear that in view of the
preponderance of vivaksd, the word svatanira
in the rnle svatantrak karta should be taken as
1 gaFam @awl graml 9 faafaaA—Mahibhdsgs, Vol T,
iy Mablbhigya, Vol I, p, 325,
325.3 sREiat am e WAl qrEar, WA QEam—Ibud, p
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implying vivaksita-svatantrya, as opposed to the
inherent or natural non-dependence. When the
speaker, Bhattoji says,’ intends to transfer the
usual operation of the agent to Karakas other
than the agent, it is not unlikely that cases like
Karana, and Adhikarene may be grammatically
used as Karta having sv@tantrye in their respec-
tive functions. How are we to understand the
super-independence of Karty ?2 The answer is not
far to seek. It is a matter of ordinary experience
that even when all the requisites (fuel, utensils,
water, fire. etc.) for cooking are brought to-
gether, we are not practically allowed to say
pacati, i.e., ‘cooking is going on,” unless and
until the cook is at work., This is an indication
that accessories of action, such as are represented
by Karana and Adhikarane, ete., have to depend
on the agent so far as regards the completion of
the action. Though there is no contention regard-
ing the independence of the agent, we should
not lose sight of the fact that cases like. Karand,
etc., have an independent aspect also, so far as
their respective efficiency is concerned. Where-
in, then, lies the superiority of the subject ?* The

b3
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subject has certain special features or properties,
as are clearly shown by Hari,' which sorve to
distinguish it from other Kdrakas. As an
efficient cause of action by itself, the agent does
not derive its apecific function from any other
accessories whatsoever, but renders such instru-
ments only subservient to its operation. The so-
called independence of cases like Karapa and
Adhikarana is only borrowed from that of the
agent; the accessories are employed by the
agent desirous of attaining the accomplishment of
action, and their functions arc liable to be
stopped as soon as the agent ceases to work.
The supreme independence ® of the agent is also
clear from the fact that the agent, like Karana,
ete,, cannot have a substitute without a change
of action. Moreover, the agent is allowed to
have ifs operation unimpaired even when no
other instrument of action is sought for, but the
reverse of the case is impossible, that is to
say, Karana, ete., are not competent to accomplish
the action independently of the agent.
Helaraja ® makes an important observation here.
He says that the independence of the agent is

REEILCEH LI mrgﬂamzmrﬁu azdiarefaany wasiiat
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so prominent that the instrumental or Karana,
though more closely connected with the action
than the agent itself, is not popularly designated
as such.

While independence (svatantrya) is explained
with such a breadth of implication and the
agent made a repository of so many properties,!
we can hardly preclude the apprehension as to
how inanimate objects such as agni and rathe
in agnih dohati, 7ratho gacchati, etc., can
legitimately be taken as the agents. Bhartrhari
seems to have his answer ready. It does not
necessarily follow, he says, that objects
possessing those propertfies are only capable of
being regarded as agents, but what is plausible
from a grammatical point of view is that
anything, whether animate or inanimate,
may be used as the agent; only if such
properties are verbally aftributed to the
object in question.? It is from the use of
words that the agent is comprehended. It
does not matter much if such grammatical
agents are found to have no innate relation
with those properties which are wusually
ascribed to them. Further, as a system of
study entirely devoted to words. and their .
popular signification, grammar does not care
so much for strict adherence to reality or

' owet fd: wR fEdi v g agftl seMfaTwi weg wal
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agreement of thought with truth,! but tahes
woids and then moaunings as they e popularly
used The real factor that accounts for such
tiansference of properties to mammate objects,
15, as woe have alredy pomted out, tho desire of
the speaker lumself. As the independenco of
the agent 18 a matter of 11vaked, one and the
same thing (as the soul) may be used, as n the
example almanamatmand hanty, either as the
subject, the object, or the nstrumental,  Under
the Varttika, dtma-samyoye | armal artul 1 arma-
daréanat, Patafijal has clearly shown how one and
the same soul may become both the subject and
the object («fmatmanam hanti) according to the
desno of the speaker The difierentiation of the
soul, a8 1n such a case, 13 far from being real, hut
18 only comprchended hy different forms of the
word (@tméanam, atmand and atma) As there 18
hardly any contention 1cgarding the umiy of the
soul, of course from tho Vedanta standpoint, we

are justified to 1ase the question what destroys

the soul and what s really destroyed by the

soul? Ttis curlous to note how Patafijali has

advanced arguments in support of the duahty of

the soul  Self has, he holds, two distinet forms,?

namely, corporal soul (§areratmd) and intellectual
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soul (antar@étma); the corporal soul per-
forms those actions whereby the intellectual soul
enjoys either pleasure or pain and vice versa.
Kaiyata’s observation on this point :* difference
of souls is here actually meant and not the
agency and objectivity of one and the same soul.
According to the Samkhya system, antaratman
(is the same as (antfallarana) intellect, which is
said to be active; the TWaiyayikas, on the
contrary, take purusa to be antaratma on
accouilt of its being the active agent, unlike the
purusa of the Samkhyaites,

The instance ankuro jayate (a sprout is grow-
ing) presents another difficulty. There is much
controversy regarding the question whether it is
really existent (saf) or non-existent (asat) that
comes into being. This question, as is well
known, embodies the first philosophical enquiry *
about the genesis of the universe that had early
engaged the attention of the Vedic Rsis in the
remotest period of the intellectual history of
mankind.

The vreference is to the well-known
Sat-vada and Adsat-vada. According to the
Sat-vadins, it is saf or something having
existence that is produced (sadeva jayate); the
Asat-vadins hold, on the contrary, that it is asat

1
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that comes into existence. A thing scems to be
non-pxistent bofore it is actnally produced. This
kind of non-existonce is called pragablica by the
Naiyayikas. Again, what is saf is not liable to
destruction, and it is equally true that nothing
comes out of nothing,! Sat is one of the three
aspects with which Brahman is usually conceived
by the Vediintins, Asaf or abhiva? is also main-
tained to be the ultimate cause or final principle
by a section of the Buddhist philosophors.

The sprout is found to have no cxistence
before it grows;® and it is not therefore
strictly correct to assume a non-existent thing
as the agent of the verb jayate. To get rid of
this difficulty we should either explain the pro-
duction of the sprout on the assumption of
existence however unreal, or depend entirely on
the desire of the speaker as what accounts for
such transference of existence. Morcover, the
word ‘sprout’ is used in like instances by the
speaker, as if the sprout were already cxistent,
The order in which the six bhavavikiras have
been arranged by Varsyiyani cvidently shows
that asti presupposes jayate,' i.e., a thing cannot
be said to be existent before it is produced. But
it does not strictly represent a correct view.

Tl fEd wd) A fd e —ets, 2, 16.
¢ wwEmEAqufaaigaea migniae (—Nyiya Bitrs, 4,1, 14,
=aTarR s sfi wafagdang (—-Nybys-virttika.
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In course of explaining the expression jayata
iti puirvabhavasyadimacaste, Durga does not fail to
observe that jayate also comprehends existence.'
The reason is quite obvious. A thing that is non-
existent is not capable of heing produced. We

can, however, assume a causal connection that

serially links one Ohdve with another. The
wltimate reality (Dhava) is the final cause of
which these vikaras are only different manifesta-
tions. There is only one dhave or saft@ that
permbeates through the entire sphere of existence.
ICriya implies an action having both prior and
posterior stages. Paurvaparya is tobe understood
with relation to time and space. Frajali means
accordingly a collection of actions all tending
to produce the same result (conjunction with
a particular space). Jayafe and «asli, vipari-
namate and vardhate and the like are all related
to each other. A thing first comes into being
and is then said to Dbe cxistent and so forth,
Having shown their mutual relation, Durga
concludes with the remark that jiyele means
only produciion® and not the next stage
(existence), which invariably comes in associa-
tion with the idea of jayate.

According to the DBuddhist philosophers,’
a Litenga has to destroy itself Defore il can
bring inlo exislence a Zarye. The sprout is

P s wmd 1—Durg nnder Nirulite, p, 45
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found to grow only when the seed is
destroyed. As long as a seed remains aseced,
there does not grow a sprout as sueh. The des-
truction of tho seed is, therefore, the immediate
cause that gives rise to a sprout.' What we
gather from this trend of arguments is that
a sprout grows from non-existence of the sced*®
(abhiva). As it <eeks to trace the origin of all
things to a huge nothingness or nihilism, this
view was rejected by all orthodox teachers,

The Naiyayikas argue in the following way -
it is really out of a sced and not out of its final
destruction that a sprout is produced.” A change
of physical composition is brought about in o
seed when it is about to give birth fo a sprout.
The seed i3 not essentially destroyed but some
cells are developed in it wherefrom the sprout is
formed.! The seed is, therefore, to be consi-
dered as the material causo of a sprout. Here
the agency is to be understood as portaining to
Larya, i.e, what is produced (sprout). The
sprout is supposed to have intellectunl existonce
before it is actually produced. As a matter of
fact, the material existence of the sprout before
it is actually produced is contrary to all
expericnce; but it must be admitted that the

b AsfEmdiisg el (—-Nyiye.virtike
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solution suggested by the grammarians refers
more to the use of words than to the actual
state of things. The grammarians® have repeat-
edly drawn our attention to the fact that they
unhesitatingly take the meaning usually denoted
by a word as its real signification and do mnot
insist upon the material validity of such
meanings. Here the science of grammar hears
close comparison with the deductive logic which,
as we know, is more or less concerned with the
formal side of the proposition (as opposed to
the material truth). An expression like golden
mountain, though the material existence of what
it denotes is really questionable, does not practi-
cally lie beyond the scope of the deductive logic.

Bhartrhari seems to have approached this
question from a different point of view. It is
shown with reference to the Vrttacaryd how the
cause is changed into the effect and is said to be
jayate in the shape of karya. He seeks to es-
tablish the non-difference ? between the cause and
the effect as well ~ as between prakrti and wvikyts
(substance and its modification). This is another
problem of much philosophical importance to
decide whether it is the cause or the effect that
is o be considered as sef. Some hold, as the

! iRy 5 w=eisd—Helaraja.
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Naiyayikas, the cquse tobe sat and look upon the
effect as essentially different from it (asat). The
Samkhyaites take the effect to be real (sa?), i.e,
as what represents the cause only in a changed
form. According to this view, XZa@rane and
karye are the same as prekrti and wikpti. In
contradiction with the view that an effect is
virtually different from its cause, Hari maintains
identity between karya and kdrane and prakréi
and vikyfi on the ground of such instances as
‘milk is turned into butter,” and ¢the seed is
transformed into a sprout’ in order to show that
the cause and the effect are not distinet entities,
but represent only different phases of one and
the same object. In accordance with this stand-
point, the expression ‘a sprout is growing’
should necessarily imply that the cause which
has existence is what gets transformed (in
the form of kdrye) at a later time. This
explanation seems to be based on the so-called
Dbaringma-vada as expounded by the Sarukhyaites.

Referring to the difference of the cause and
the effeet, Bhartrhari has attempted to show
how ankure may be viewed as the agent. It is
an indisputable fact thav the sprout, as an indivi-
dual (vyak#i), cannot be supposed to have
existence before it is produced ; but it is equally
true, we must admit, that the sprout,

1 edmcdiRast aveia Wi A (—Helasa,
fanfadl aq @it wr@ 7 1 @ Aty aefy
wrafagd \—Vakyapadiys, 106, a0d Aifrala o S swwfifa
—Helars)s,
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viewed as a class, is comprehended to have
perpetual existence (¢fP the Nyaya conception
of class as an ebernal entity)., What we
learn from Bhartrhari and Helardja regarding
this point is that the sprout (a sprout is growing)
appears to be the agent when taken as a class,
and that it is said to be a product when it is
viewed as an individual. The agent and the
object that grows are, according to this inter-
pretation, not different from each other, the
former representing a class, and the latber
representing an individual. The seed develops
into a sprout or assumes a formal change in the
shape of an effect. Moreover, the class and the
individual being mutually dependent, we are
not justified in taking one as distinet from the

other.

The discussion on such a nice point does not,
however, end here, but has practically given
rise to a far more complicated question. It is
really difficult to say whether prakpts or
vikpti should he taken as the agent of produe-
tion, because there is no consensus of opinions
with regard to this problem. A careful examina- -
tion of facts,! it must be remembered, goes to
show that both the cause and the effect might
be treated as the agent according to the nature
of vivaksd. In an instance like ‘milk is turned

* wafa-fafafarauataa: w96 sdamen; whawgs |
—Helarija.
_ fo® s @l vl dud ) frad wfawgei old R
g%+, |\—Vakyapadiya, 3. 112.
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into curd ’ (ksiram dadhi saempadyate) we find that
the relation in shich prafrfi stands to vikrti is
one of co-inherence (simanddhikaranya). An
expression like lijamankuro jiyute is sanctioned
only to show the non-difference between Fkarana
and karye or prakréi and vikrti A sprout is
not materially different from the seed where-
from it grows; it is only an aspect of the seed
or development from a crude form into a bulky
one, Aunkuro jayale, therefore, means that
the cause (seed) which is saf gets a new life
(janman} or reveals itself in the form of a sprout.
Now there arises a doubt as to which of
them is predominant in relation to the other. It
is necessary to find out the dominant one, as it is
dominant or pradhana alone that is to be
regarded as the agent in connection with the
verbal form. There are practically two different
views, namely, one supporting the agency or
kartrtva in favour of wikrti, and the other uphold-
ing the agency of prakrii. Vikrti' comes to be
regarded as the agent, when there is absence of
co-inierence and the words denoting prekrii and
vikréi are found to have different case-endings
(as in bijat ankuro jayate). The rule janikariul
prakrtih, Pan. 1.4. 30, which undoubtedly
aseribes the agency to vikr¢i, may be explained
here to show not only the formal but also
the material difference between prakyfi and

Y iefagmr g Swes nﬁfﬁftﬂmﬂaqawars wREAAfE;
wRgfrawmar g 9g@l waws.. fERe mm —Helazdja,
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vikara. The agency of wvikare is also clearly
poinied out by such® expression as mutraya
sampadyate yavigal, i.e., mutram jayate. What is
deducible from these popular instances of
grammar ' is that vikare is dirvectly connected
with the action, and, consequently, treated as
the agent; and that prakyéi has only indirect
connection with the action and is generally used
in the ablative case in order to prominently bring
out its difference from vikare. The expression *
suvarpapindal kupdale Ohavaial, where the
number of the verbal form agrees with that of
vikara, serves tostrengthen the view that vikara
alone should be used as the agent. But examples
are not, however, wanting to show also the agency
of prakyti. The expressions sanghibhavants
Brahmanah and atvam tvam sampadyate clearly
indicate how prakyti is used as the subject. Now
it is almost clear that both praksti and
vikare are entitled to be regarded as the subject,
according to the nature of the examples.?

The discussion on Kdrakas in general, and
karty-kareka in particular, will be hardly com-
plete and exhaustive without an adequate
reference to the logical method of interpretation.
The Naiyayikas, specially the followers of the
Navya-nyaya, such as Jagadisa and Gadadhara,
have supplemented the study of grammar in a

! waugd sad—v@atd fewaRy Sragasay 7 9 |

Helarsja.
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largo measure ; they havedealt with the problems
of grammar in their characteristic fashion with
the result that niceties of an incomprehensiblo
nature were sometimes allowed to mar the
perspicuity of the subject o such a4 degree that
the study of grammar ultimately passed
through a completely different channel at their
hands,

Todo full justice to theirinhour, it must bo <nid,
lowever, that they have practically given,as it
were, the finishing touch to the interpretation of
certain problems of grammar and have undoub-
tedly shown a new line of thinking and approach-
ing a problem The advent of the Navya-nyiya,
with its characteristic tondency to abstrusities and
a peculiar stock of technical terms, opened the
portal of & now realm of thought which has
more or less influenced all later philosophical
speculations.  ‘This influence, as is quite evident,
is nowhere so prominent, as in the case of later
commentaries on philosophical treatises and
grammar, The Iast phnse of grammatical
literature, both in language and mode of inter-
pretation, seems tfo have been moulded by this
process of thinking. Such well-known gram.
marians, as Nagesa, Bhattdji, Kondabhatta,
Durgasimtha, GopInitha, Susena and others,
are supposed tohave been thoroughly acquainted
with the Navya-nyaya line of arguments.

As the logical method of definition is free fiom
all defects and scientifically accurato, the gram-
marians have conveniently followed it in forming
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the definitions of grammatical categories and
concepts with the obvious object of getting rid of
the so-called ativyapli and aqvyapti. How far the
grammarians have assimilated and absorbed this
particular process of thinking and the line of
arguments is borne testimony to by the fact
that if any modern grammarian is asked to
give an accurate definition of Karma-karaka,
he would not possibly say karfuripsitataman
karma or yat kriyate tat karma, but would give
his answer in the strictly logical form, i.e., k»iya-
Janya-phala-salitvam karmatvam and so on. Jaga-
disa’s SabdaSaktiprakasiki and Gadadhara’s
Vyutpattiviada are two inportant works that
give us purely logical interpretation of the
grammatical problems; Durga and Susena (two
well-known commentators on the Katantra
system) have also dealt with the problems of
grammar from a strictly logical point of view.
The logical definition of karfrtve ! is kriya-
srayatvam  kartytvam, t.e., the agent is the
substratum of action. This is based on the
assumption that the action is generally denoted
by the root, and the idea of a substratum follows
from the suffix #p. As this definition is likely
to prove the agency of time also which is the
final substratum of the world (kalo hi jagada-
adharak), Susena® has made some improvement
Y omRE g qrRTEq—Durga (Kalipa-Tiki) and grqurs-
SR F4l | .

A ~
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oy adding p1adhanyena to the aforesard defim-
tion The state of being a substi etum of action
18 not a correct definition fiom a grammatical
pownt of view If so, the objective case, affected
as 1t 1s by the action, may also be treated as
kerts  The defimtion finally suggested by
Susena 1s as follows pradhanyena dhatuvacys-
vyapi avativam (karts 1s the mamn substratum
of action as 1s denoted by a root)

To show an mstance how the logical process
of arguments has 1ts apphcation m grarimai,
wo give below the summary of 4 discussion on
the defimtion of Karér-huraka There arises
some difficulty with regard to the definition of
Rartriva as given by Saivavarman (yok hasole
sa Larte, Kalapa 220), because this 1ule 1s
not, strictly speaking, applicable to such
mstances as ghato bhavats, ete (the pot does not
do anything but 1s simply brought mnto existence
by the agency of the potter) The logical
defimtion 18 not even suffictent to solve this
anomaly,masmuch as the rdjunct k7 was: ayatvam
18 equally appheable to Karir and Adhilar ana
It 15, therefore, necessary to add the expiession
saksat sambandkena (by dunect association) to the
above definition 1n order to differentiate Kartr
Lar aka from Adhikarana The reason 1s that both
the agent and Ad/wharana are used as the substra
tum of the action (k2 :yas: aya), the difference lies
1 the fact that the subject 1s directly or priman
ly connected with the action, while 4dkkas ana
has only indirect association with the action
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(through the operation of the agent). But the
train of arguments and counter-arguments does
not end here. The addilions of saksal samban-
dheng is not, however, sufficicnt to make the
point clear, because in an instance like gale
baddhva gaurniyate, the locative is found to have
been the direct substratum of action (binding).
Now it is necessary to make further addition to
the definition (ananya-prayojyatve) for the
purpose of eliminating hoth afivyapti and
avyapti. The special characteristic,’ which serves
to distinguish the subject from the cognate
cases, like Karana and Adhikaraene, is the
super-independence * of the agent, é.c., the agent
is capable of accomplishing the action wibthout
depending on the so-called accessories.” The
agent presents itself in three forms, namely,
suddha, prayojaka or hetu, and kmvna@arto‘z.

Both Karana and Adhikaragae are intimately
related to the agent; they help the agent in
the accomplishment of the action. In
accordance with the definition of Panini,
Koarapa is held to be the most important or
indispensable of all accessories that help the
agent in bringing about a completion of the
action.

' wal @Al @as S9N, . KR e Fa) seudgasEa,
a1 ¥ yaad ufmere w@ow, swodiat g w%ﬁrfaiﬂméa g —
Heldraja,

P NS fAaa SyaEmRwEeE | @qeataiy (—Kavi-
rija (Kalapa).
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Pataiijalh 1 Ins  characteristic  fashion
has anticipated certain objections aganst the
desirability of retaming the suffiv {amap after
the word sedli:la wm sadhalatamam Iaranam
If Karana s sud to be, Patagijah argues, meroly
an accessory and not the most importint one,
the undesirable consequence will bo thit all
Raralas, by virtue of their direct or indirect
association with the action, will he entitled to
recene the designation of Karana® It needs
hudly be pomted out that all Karalas, as the
very term mplies, are practicailly so many
accessotles  (sadhalas) with 1eferenco to the
accomplishment of the action  The use of famap
(superlative degree) 1snot therofore meaning-
less, because 1t serves to differontiate Karana
from other Kwakas Agoin, it may be further
argued that the sense usually conveyed by the
suffiv («f1sayya) 1 e, excessiveness, 1s also com-
prehensible oven in the absence of that word
We can justify this pont of view by an 1illustra-
tion drawn ftom popultr experionce As, for
mstance, when one svys ‘a daughtor * should
be gnen in marriage to a handsome peison,’
what we nccessarily undeistand 1s that the
person spohen of should be ‘ perfectly
handsome’ (adkisapatama), though the wod
denoting excess o1 super-excellence 18 not exph-
citly mentioned Simlaily, the word sadhale

v gint wwaat wesH wesa snd walw fv wwmify
qiymif—Mshabbagys under thermle Pan 1 4 42
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might be alone sufficient to denofe as much
meaning as is usually expressed by sadhalkatama.
Now what follows from this discussion is that
the suffix famap is redundant. The rule sadlhoka-
tamar karagam might be reduced to sadhalkarn
karanam without any alteration of the meaning.
But it cannot Dbe denied that Panini had some
particular object in view so far as the use of
this suffix is concerned. What Panini! likes
to indicate by the use of famap is that the
suffixes (denoting degrees of excellence) farap
and famap should have no application in the rules
defining Karaka-samjiias, or, in other words, the
Paribhasa (gouna-mukhyayormulhye karyasam-
pratyayal) should have its application restricted
to this rule and not to any other rules belonging
to the section of Karaka. This is why the
grammarians do not insist upon - apadya or physi-
cal separation alone (according to the striet
interpretation of the rule), but also acknowledge
the validity of intellectual separation (buddhi-
krtapaya) in the determination of Apadana.?
Similarly, the rule adkaro’ dhikaranam is not only
applicable to tilesw tailam, but comprises such
instances also where the entire substratum is
not pervaded by the thing inherent.?

1

FRIETIAT q-aq9N0 9 wasiamfy fag wafg—Mahabbisya,
under the rule Pan,, 1. 4, 42.
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Wherein lies the superiority or relative
importance of Karane? Those that help the
agent in the accomplishment of the action are
grammatically called wupakraka; of all such
upakaralas, Karang is decidedly the most indis-
pensable accessory ! that comes in close contact
with the agent (sannipatyopakari) in course
of operation. The relative superiority of Karana
is mainly due to the fact, says Bhartrhari,?
that the accomplishment of the action actually
takes place immediately after the operation of
Karana. The part played by wvwaksa or the
desire of the speaker in the use and determina-
tion of Karakes in general bhas already been
referred to. Bhartrhari® emphatically lays
down with special reference to the Insirumental
case that it is not possible to say (with regard
to a thing) that this is always Kerane and this
is not, as if it were fixed by the rules of
grammar. It is the desire of the speaker that
practically accounts for the use; as, for instance,
one and the same thing (as sfka@l7) might be
used both as the substratum (stkalyam pacati),
and as the instrumental (sth@lya pacafr) accord-
ing to the desire of the speaker.

* gafy fafedt i et afiad anfy ag rseimE-
qwce fralfad 983 wwafwad |
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In accordance with the definition as suggested
by the Naivayikas, Karane is the same as K arana
(vyaparavat karanam karapam) only with this
difference that karana is elosely associated with
the action, 4.e., cause, when it is actually in ope-
ration to bring about the accomplishment of the
action, is what is called kerane in grammar.
Gadadhara maintains that the words ‘Zarir-
vyaparddhinatve should be added to the above
definition (vyaparaval karapasi karapam) so as
to clearly indicate the subserviency of Karana
to the agent. An accessory (as Karana), as we
find, cannot accomplish the action unless and
until it is set to work by the agent (karts-
viniynga). This being the actual state of
things, one may possibly bring forward the
argument that it is more plansible to attribute
the adjunct sadhalkafame to the agent itself
in preference to Karana.! Bhartrhari® meets
this objection by saying that the primary func-
tion of the agent is to employ the accessories
to operation ® which, thus engaged, immediately
accomplish the action. This is to show how
Karana comes between the agent and the action,

and, consequently, has greater proximity to the-
operation than the agent itself.

C e~ ~ . - - ,
P aqEEiswE® seaEt ganeiied wiks uwand

aafaig—Helaraja.
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Now it is sufficiently clear why Kearana is said
- to be sadhakatama in relation to other accessories.
Bhartrhari has again alluded to the prepon-
derance of wvivaksi and the difference between
the agent and Karang by referring to the
example asischinatti (where the function of
the agent has been atiributed to the instrumental,
viz., sword, with a view to indicate the indepen-
dent activity or excessive power for accom-
plishing the action on the part of Kerage). In
the above example, it should be noted,® the
sharpness of the sword comes to be regarded
as Karanpe when the sword itself is used as
the agent.

Though apparently synonymous, /Aefs and
Karana - ave, however, distinguished * by the
grammarians, the criterion of such difference
being *the invariable association with the action’
on the part of Karana. The first and foremost
thing necessary for a Karaka is to have close
relation with the action. Hefw generally gives
the idea of a substance and has practically no
invariable connection with the action, Bhatioji®
has clearly elucidated  this distinction. A
substance unconnected with action is called
hetu, but Karana, as a form of Karaka, is

. weidlat § W& ATl A fag—Vakyspadiys, 8. 94,
* genfefasdt €9 w10 frgalnan—Ibd.

s gaifkgerd fMaiareamd 9 Sy -
weud § fmawafaed garfimd 9 1—Bbatton under the role
Pip, 2,8, 23.
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necessarily found to have connection with the
action. Hefu, to speak the trubth, is the cause
(samavayikirana) pure and simple, and continues
to be so aslong as it does not come in close
touch with the action, but the moment it does
so, it ceases to be a leiw and becomes a Karana.
The Naiyayikas have agreement with the
grammarians on this point. Gadadhara takes
dhanena kulam, vidyaya yasah, ete., as instances
of hetu, since dhona and vidya have no direct
assoclation with the action (kriyayogabhavat).
Jagadisa has, however, taken a slightly different
view. He insists that even the third case-
ending in dandene ghatal is really indicative
of Karana, though dandena is not grammatically
regarded to be a Karaka as such, obviously
for the absence of relation with the action. On
the ground of having close proximity with the
action, Karang is virtually the same as cause
(anaka).®

Under the rule Lefvarthe, Durgasiraha has
clearly shown what is meant by Zefu in an
instance like annena vasati. So far as the popular
usage is concerned, Durga maintains, a thing,
though not actually connected with an action
that leads to the final result, is called Zefy simply
on account of its having capacity for the accom-
plishment of action (phalamanispadayannapi
kriyayogyataya  heturucyale).  Hetuw is  of

1
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various hinds. One that intimntely conneets
itself with the accomplishment of the action is
termed  Karana. Sucenn has refernd  to
two-fold  Jefu—grammatical as  well  as
popular, The nomimtive ciwse of a verb used
ina cwsal form (ns Jaayali) i« an instance
of grammatieal helu (harayali yal s heluica—
Kalapa). X ketu, in its popular sense, is an
object that is capible of performing the action
favourable to the result (phalasadhanayonya-
padartha).  Helu mewms  capueity  and  not
actual connection with Lrivd

Adhikarana is the substratum  of action,
What is popularly known ns adhdre or sub-
stratum of action istechnically edled .fdhidarana
in grammar. There is, howeser, come differ-
ence between the popular and  grimmatieal
conception of Adhilaranae  According to tho
popular usage, substance! quality and action
are all comprehended by Adhidkarana, but
in grammar the wod is often used in a
specific sense, te, Adhilarana is s1id to Le an
accessory (that indircetly helps the accomplish-
ment of the action) that forma the substratum
of action only indirectly, Bhartrhari lays much
stress on the dependence of Adhilarana upon
both the agent and the object and defines
Adlilarana® as an upalarala or accessory
that becomes the substratum of action only

& sfyscoafaftag geraimfaaaninitad—Heliss
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through the intervention of the agent or the
object, and serves, though indirectly, to ac-
complish the action.

We actually find thatl the effort or the action
principally inheres in the agent and partially in
the object ; consequently they form the real sub-
stratum of action in the strict seunse of the term.
This is why Bhartrhari? has used the expression
‘ through the medium of the agent and the
object,” and has thus made it sufliciently
clear that Adhikarana is only indirectly related
to the action. Intimately related to adhai« is
ddheya or what inheres in the subsfratum. The
relation in which the inherent stands to the
substratum is manifold, such as conjunection,
inherence and so on. But Gaddadhara ? has here
raised his voice of objection so far as ‘con-
junction’ is concerned. He argues in the follow-
ing strain :—the relation between ddhare and
adheya cannot be one of conjunction (sasiyoga),
for, if it were so, there would be no ecriterion
to distinguish the one from the other, that is
to say, adheye ® also might Dbe treated as
adhara, as the very idea of conjunction
comprehends two things (samyogasya dvisthatvat).

Patafijali has divided 4dnikarane into three
classes, namely, woyapake, aupaslesika, and
vaisayika. Of these, vyapaka -is the principal

' sgmemafsa—ma waf waf aafasd—Helirdja.
Vikyapadiya, 8. 1. smfymoafasi |
A EawEE 9 gaaiizsue"aE s~ Vyutpattivada.,
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form of Adhikarana An expression lthe filesu
taslam constitutes an example of oyapala
The specinl feature of this cliss of Adhikarana 1s
not only that the inherent (adheya) and the sub-
stratum are related to each other by en-inherence
(samavaya), but lso that the entirs space of
the substratum 1s peivaded by the inherent
¢ Devadatta 1s sitting on & mit’ 1s an 1nstance
of aupaslestha, because here the agent sits
only on a part of the mat and does not occupy
the whole space Here the relation between
the mherent and the substr afum 1s one of simple
coujunction  Passayka 18 expressed by such
example as mokse wech@st: (there 1s a desne
for salvation) Helara]y has cited Ake sahung-
yah as an mstance of vasayiha, and observes
that 1t does not stiictly come under eupaslesika,
because the sky being one and divisible cinnot
pos ibly hive anv puts The so-culled
division of Adhikarana as samipike denoting
proximity does not 1eally form an additional
cliss  Helaraja has explained the sentence
Gangayine: ghosal as an 1nstance of aupaslesike
that indicates the restdence of ghosa 1n cerfan
paits of the bank having close proximity with
the curient of the niver

Adhakar ana 18 generally denoted 1n grammar
by the seventh case ending  Both Jagadisa
and Gadadhara' hold that sepfam: mdicates
adheyatva (as 18 1mphed by the Adhikarana) or

b =iTERR RidgEad —Vyutpattivade
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the state of being the inherent.! Sapfani has more
than one meaning in grammar. In an instance
of bhave saptami, the seventh case-termination
precisely signifies ‘contemporaneousness of
action * (swmakalinatva); in carmani dvipinam
hanti, saptamt denotes nimitfatva or ¢the state
of being the cause’ and so on. 'There is,
however, some inconsistency with regard to such
examples as vipayam Sabdaly and Fkarne $abdah,
etc., because there is no verbal form so as to
clearly give the idea of a Karake. Gadadhara
rightly observes that in cases like these, where the
verbal forms denoting an action are not explicitly
used, we are forced to understand such verbs as
bhavali? ete,, in order to explain the Karake-
vibhakti. But the grammarians also seem to
have the same answer, as they have taken recourse
to the dictum?® according to which a verb,
though mnot expressly mentioned but only
understood, is even said to be competent fto
account for the case-ending.

From a grammatical point of view, Karalkas
are denoted by sup. A question is, however,
raised by Bhartrhari,* if viblhalitis have any signi-
fication of their own so as to indicate the nature

VoqiEad SHEMEIEaA (—Vyutpattivada.
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of Karakas. The meaning'is expressed by
a word taken as a whole and not as a composite
of two parts, ie., Prakpti and Pralyaya,
Attention has already been drawn to the fact
that the meaning of Pralyti, as in vrkse and
orkeena, romains the same, while the senso usu-
ally denoted by the ense-endings, i.e., substratum
and insfrumentality, only seoms to be different.
But the decision of the grammarians is of a
peculiar nature, Since they hold that the meaning
is expressed by a word as an indivisible whole
(akhanda), the grammarians have given their
verdiet in support of tho unreality of prafyg-
yartha, as distinet from prakrlyarthe. 1t is,
however, contrary to the usual principle of
grammar, because we find that the meaning of
a Pratyaya is related to that of a Pratipadita
in order to determine the nature of a Karaka.
What is, therefore, plausible is that the meaning
of Pratyayas, as distinguished from those of
Pratipadikas, is a fact that ean hardly be denied.
As the whole discussion on Rarakas depends
on the assumption of meanings on the part of
the case-endings, the meaning of each vibkhaksi
has been specifically shown by the grammarians.

Papini defines Karman as what is sought to
be obtained by the agent as the most desirable

* wuRsfa wamie v awAa} framrder wremawas @i |
aur w9 fvemieigean | 7 AAREEART w3 Tead
s wfefake:  wemiAlewrae:  awwewenig.
sy <fa wafafy: w—Heldedjs vader the Vakyapadlye, Kar, 8, 43,
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thing. According to the logical conception,
Karman forms the substratum of the result as
is produced by the action .(kriydajenyaphaladi-
litvam)., As it is not always the most desirable
thing alone that the agent likes to obfain,
Panini had to, frame another rule (Pan., 2.4.50)
to make provision for such cases as wigsam
bhunkte, where an undesirable thing like poison
is even used as the object. But Pataijali
thinks that this rule might be done away with,
as the preceding rule is capable of being inter-
preted in such a way as to apply to all these
instances. His arguments stand on the follow-
ing facts:! sometimes swallowing of poison
also happens to be desirable on the part of a
certain man. It is not unlikely that a man
suffering from various kinds of distress (as
poverty, bereavement, etc.) may be compelled
to-take to poison as a desideratum or'velief;
the swallowing of poison is as desirable fo him
as other eatables, Patafijalihas finally arrived
at the conclusion that the negative particle ® in
anipsita does not indicate simply the opposite,
viz., undesirable, but demnotes anything other
than the desirable.

In the -Katantra system, Karman is defined
as what is done by the agent (yat kriyate tat

1

faawnealy mefedited =-ig 1 w99q 7 35 9 @ 9g @t

wafE Qenl grergfeE fawgoRg s wed 1—Mobabhisys
under the.rule Pan,, 1. 4. 50. -
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karma), and neither Sarvavarman nor Durga
has spoken of such divisions of Karmar as
desirable and undesirable. Susepa has made
some important observations in connection with
the interpretation of Karman. TFollowing the
met hod of the Naiyiyikas, he defines Karman as
forming the substratum of the fruit produced
by the action (kriyajanyaphalablagitcam), A
careful examination of examples will, however,
show that this definition is only a tentative one,
and is not absolately free from defeots (afityapti),
According! to the strict  wording of the
definition, the extent of the objective ease would
be so wide as to comprise even the agent, for,in an
instance liks ¢ Devadattn is going to the village,’
wo find that the fruit of the nction, {.¢., conjunc-
tion, docs not acerus only to the object (village),
but goes to the subject also as equally
partaking of the fruit. It is, then, necessary to
make further addition to the definition so as to
render it applicable exclusively to the object.?
The additional words parasamavelatve would
serve to distinguish the object from the agont
in this respect that the former is the recipient
of the fruit of the action that relates to others,
viz,, the agent (that is to say, the action is first
brought into existence by the agent, the fruit

toaw awfa @aEn @t aflmpEddnsasenfiEy T
wa wEd am wGdR A sk /g q(ﬂ?ﬂfﬁmmmufmmra
T i~—EKavitdjs (Karaka) on 919,

L GEGIERIEE SR fafifa (—1bid,
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whereof next accrues to the object). This is,
however, not sufficient to preclude possible
vagueness and misinterpretation, for, if the word
para in parasamevets is taken to imply some-
thing different from the substratum of the fruif
(phalasrayabhinnatoa), the village, as in the
above example, would not have legitimate claim
to be treated as the object. When this defini-
tion also proves insufficient for reasons stated
above, Susena at once suggests another which
runs thus:* Karman, though it does not directly
form the substratum of the action (like the
agent), comes to partake of the result produced
by that action. But the example parvatadavaro-
hati (descending from a mountain) furnishes an
obstacle in the way of accepting this definition
as the most accurate one. Because in the above’
example (i.e., descending from a mountain) the
mountain, though wunaffected by the act of
moving, is practically found to be the substratum
of the fruit of the action (vidbkage), i.e.,
separation. Consequently, it should be treated
as the object and not as Apadane.® But
grammar does not sanction such an usage.
Prompted by a strong desire to suggest a
definition that would not involve any defect
whatsoever, and aided by his intimate ‘acquain-
tance with the logical method of argument,

P agfmeveEe W sqframanawiataly (—Kavirta.
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Susena bas afterwards said the last word on the
subject.! He says that though it does not
comprise in itself the action, Karman is the
recipient of the fruit of that action as it is
qualified by the meaning of the root. Here
qualified by the meaning of the root is to be
taken as an adjunct of the ¢fruit.’ Avacchedaka
means something like atfridute or the object
for which the action is resorted to (yaduddisya
kriya  pravarfate). The act of descending
has conjunction with the posterior place as
its result, which does not pertain to the
mountain (utlaradesasamyogastu  parvate na
vidyate eva) so as to make it the object of
the verb avarohati. The mountain, so to speak,
is the substratum of separation (vilhagasreya),
and is not consequently entitled to get the
designation of IKarman. This is, therefors, the
most accurate definition conceivable, from both
the logical and grammatical points of view, that
applies to all examples of Karman.

The association with the fruit is the
criterion whereby roots are divided into two
classes,’ namely, sakarmake and akarmake or
transitive and intransitive. A root is said to be
sakarmaka, when it denotes an action leading
to the fruit, and akermake, when it denotes

! affpreree ®f wwel ey frmesamine
wafaly (—Bovirdja,
* wigmr sueferEafes aft gt Ssworatys
qmamar) sod
fenases 99 we wal frafaan
42 FHUIGY SRR AE; (—Eavirdjs,
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only an unqualified action. Thus, when we
minutely follow the line of thinking, "as
revealed here, and consider the cogency of
those  arguments whereby definitions after
definitions were rejected till one was found
acceptable, our wonder is veally excited to
a great extent for what has been done by
the Indian logico-grammarians.

Karman, it must be remembered, has got
the widest and most varied applications in.
grammar. Just as sasthi is allowed to be used
as a substitute for most of the wibhakiis, so
Karman is the only case that may grammatically
replace all the rest.! It is expressly enjoined
by the rules of grammar that Karmaen should
have the preference to other cases (when if is
so intended by the speaker). The examples of
the so-called dvikarmaka-dhaty (viz., roots
having double objects) furnish evidence how
Karman might be used in the place of Apiddana,
Sampradana, and Adhikarane.” The indirect
objects in such cases as gim dogdhi payal
might be freated quite as good as an Apadana-
karaka and so on.

There ave, broadly speaking, seven different
forms of Fkarman,® namely, wirvartye, vikarya,

1 ggfgd g—Pan., 1. 4. 51,
* @ @fw wa, wfeas gatwemE 99 g8 v, whae
g RS ANIR® A wee, wfras galfeccds
~Mabibhasya under the rule Pén,, 1, 4, 51,
* faaar « frerdl 5wt g fafad wag
qafgaad s wquisay whuay 1— Vakyapadiya, Kar., 3. 45,
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prapya, andasinya,  anipsife,  samyiinlard.
nakhyile and anyapirvaka. \ccording to Bhartp.
hari, the first threc are to bo regarded as
principal varicties and the rest are more or
less fanciful (kalpita). (i) Nirvarfya generally
means what is brought into existence by an
action. We have a nircarfya-karman when the
word denoting prakrli or material cause,
whether existent or non.existent, is not
expressly mentioned.  Ghafam Lkaroti is an
example of anircariya-karman. Here wo
find that pralkyli or material causo, whother
cxistent or non-existent, is not expressly
mentioned, We notice that Pralkpli or
material cause (i.c., earth) of the pof is not
expressly said to have assumed the shape of a
pot (as mrdo ghafam laroti) by way of modifica-
tion, so as to show the mnon-difference (ableda)
between the causo (earth) and the product *
(pot). Now, what is desired by the speaker
is to show asif clay and pot woro different
(as in mydg ghafam Laroti) or the product were
not a ,modification of the cause. Pralkrii is
existent, but is not actually said to have
undergone any change so as to re-appear in the

* gdt o famern a1 e qRmfwa
797 arltad qw fAadd 799R 1—Vikyapadlys.
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form of karya. When the modification
(parinama) of prakrti or cause is intended to
be expressed, we have vikarya-karman, as in
mpdd  ghatam  karoti, kasan katam karoti,
angirin bhasma karoté and so on. It should
be, however, remembered * that ghatam Fkaroti
may also prove to be an example of vikarya-
karman to those who take the product or the
effect only as a transformation of praksti or
the material cause. It is difficult to determine
what really comes in existence (saf or asai).
The question of production and ezistence with
particular reference to their mutual dependence
has already been discussed. What is now
produced, some hold, was ‘non-existent previous
to its production (asaf). Again, some hold
that it is really existent (saf) that is produced
(sadeva jayate).

According ? to both these views, Karman,
as manifested or brought into existence by
the activity of the agenf, might be regarded
as nirvartya. Those who are satkaryavadins like
the Samkhyaites are likely to support m‘}'}gaﬁya-
karman. A “thing that comes into being by
some sort; of action or is simply manifested by
its brith (jemmana yat prokasate) is ecalled

! g2 sOamay uwa: aRaifaea fMagmt GErsaa )
—Vaiyakaranabhigana,
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nirgartya. Here janman implies the manifes-
tation of something that was previously existent,
as putram prasite (giving Dbirth to a son)
necessarily means the birth of a son that was
existent before delivery in an embryonic stage.
But when prakpti is intended to be expressed
by the term janman, what is produced may
be looked upon as vikdre or modification in
relation to prakyii.

Tikarya-karman is so called because it
appears to be a modification of prakrfi or
material cause. Vikdra means a change from
one state to another and presupposes existence,
i, modification pertains to things that are
already existent (labdhasattakamerdvasthantara-
mipadyate). It is principally of two kinds,
namely, (i) as produced by the entire annihila.
tion of the material cause (prakriyuccheda-
sambhatam), as in kastham Obhasme  karoti
(reducing the fuel to ashes); and (¢i) as oharac-
terised by some different properties, or qualities
(distinet from those of prakpti), as suvarpam
kwpdalgm  Rarodi (earrings ave made out of
gold).

Quite in agreement with the definition
of nirvartya, the expression bhasma karoti is
to be taken as an instance of nirvarfya, since
prakpti or material cause (fuel), of which
ashes are only modification, is not expressly

P owgmgEnd  fafeq smelkeemd (Wi qumdgeen
gauifefawrasg ,—Vakyapadiya, 8. 50, .
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mentioned. In the first case prakyti is found
to have entirely lost its own self in course of
modification, That the difference between
prakrti and wikyti is only formal! and not
material is made clear by the example suvarnam
kundalom Faroti, Those who support the
view ? that produet or wvikare has ite existence
in the cause (fuel) in the shape of efficiency
are not likely to differentiate prakpii from-
vikyti, assuming ashes to be already existent
in the fuel. ,

From a strictly Vedantin point of view,
kundale i3 wvivarte, as opposed to vikarae,
because it differs from gold only in form
but not in essence. From what we have seen
above, it is clear that there is, strictly speak-
ing, mno remarkable difference® between
nirvartya and vikarya, as the instance ghatam
karoti has been explained in both the ways ;
the difference is mainly created by the desire of
the speaker. A Karman, as Helardja -clearly
points out, is called nirvariye when prakyti is
not directly mentioned (by the speaker), and
the same is called vikarya when prekrti is
expressly mentioned.

1
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(3) Prapya, i.e., prapya-karman' is that where-
in the action of the agent does not prodnce or
give rise to any speeial feature or quality.
Usually we have a prapya-karman when the
action does not produce any tviéesa or change
comprehensible either by direct observation
or inference. A karman in its ordinary gram-
matical sense is known as prapya. In adityam
pasyati,® mere perception serves only fo suggest
a relation between the action and the object
observed, and nothing like visesa is cognisable.
In the case of a nircarfya-karman as ghafam
karoti, the speciality that is (kriyakria-visega)®
perceptibly brought about by the action is the
production of the pot. But sometimes inference
also helps us to get a specific cognition,
as one can easily determine through the help
of infercnce whether aman is enjoying plea-
sure or not only by observing his facial features,
But in an instance of prapya-Larman, such
as ddityam pasyati, we find that the action
(seeing) does not bring about any change or
special feature in the sun,

Some, however, do not recognise any-
thing like prapya-karman on the ground

' famzafafaet faftda @ a1 @Egam @ naft
wwg |—Vakyapadiys, 3, 51
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that the  action is invariably followed
by some sort of changes, whether directly per-
ceptible or comprehensible by inference only.!
Even the simple act of seeing is sometimes
attended with vikare. Snakes ® are proverbially
said to have poisonous look; whoever is eagerly
seen by them, though not actually bitten, is
sometimes found to be in an agony of pain.

(4) Audasinga.—It is what is done by the
agent through indifference ; as, for instance, a
man while going to a village may happen to
touch a straw on his way (gramam gacchan
tream spréati), though in so doing (touching)
he has got no particular object in view. The
author of the Mahabbasya has illustrated this
class of Karman.

(6) Anipsita or undesirable karman.—This
has been explained in connection with such
examples ® as visam bhunkte (taking poison).

(6) Anakhyate.—This, too, has been explained
with reference to the rule ekathitam ca.

(7) Anyapwrvakem.—This refers to those
cases where karma-karakas are specially sanc-
tioned by the rules of grammar in the .place of
other karakas, as in krazramabhikrudhyati, ete.

The objective case also admits of other
divisions, such as direct and indirect, in

1
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connection with those roots that comprehend
two objects, We have already alluded to the
condition (the desire of the speaker) uuder which
Kargna and Adhikarane might be used as the
subject. There are instances like pacyate odanal,
layate kedarah, ete. where the objects are
found to have practically changed into the
agent. The so-called agent is known in
grammar as karmakarta.

Helaraja bas spoken of two more
divisions of karman, namely, antarefiga, as
denoting  things, and  bahiratge as com-
prohending such objectzs as time. Some
intransitive verbs ' (a@ste, svapiti) are allowed
to be governed by only such objects as denote
particular time, country, path and action. There-
fore, in grammar ® intransitive verbs are those
that can have no other objects excepting time,
country, ete, Bhatrhari is not prepared to
take these as regular objects ; his ' contention is
that it is impossible to conceive of any objects
in comnection with the intransitive verb.
‘What appears to be reasonable on a minute
examination ® of such examples as masdimaste,
kuran svapiti, etc., is that their Zarmatva fis,

. ! wEWEETESn &6 ET gEd O i—Mabibbisys, Vol I,
p- 836, g
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strictly speaking, due to their implied relation
with some other verbs as vydpya meaning lasting
JSor (understood). According to this inferpreta-
tion, the expression masamaste really mc_aa,ris
masam vyapyaste (staying for a month).

Patafijali has referred to another form
of Karman, namely, kalma,! which means ‘an
unaccomplished object’ (aparisamaptam karma).
These irregular Karmans (as ave illustrated by
the rule akathitam ca) take dvitiy@ as their only
characteristic featurs, but do dot generally
receive all those grammatical operations which
are applied to the regular objects alone.’
Kaiyata observes that the term kalma
was used by the ancient grammarians as a
technical name for those objects that are sanc
tioned and recognised as such by the rule Pas.,
1.4.51.

. Apaddna is that form of Karake which de-
notes the limit of separation. The definition of
Panini  (Pap., 1.4.24) deserves careful exami-
nation, specially with regard fto the word
dhruves as  oceurring in the  si@itra. The
word dhruva generally means ¢ motionless,’
but this sense is hardly compatible when the
limit of separation is also found to be in motion,?

t iﬁ’ﬂflii' g ud aiif GLERE G ECED f’é[%: |—Mahﬂbh§$ya, Vol. I,
\ ~
p- 836.
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as we say * fallen from a running horse. Hore
both the horse and the rider are equally in
motion and, consequently, it is not possible to
have the cognition of a fixed limit so far as the
act of separation is concerned. How, then, are
we justified in taking the word afva in a
sentence like ©fallen from a running horse®
as an instance of Apadina-karake ? TPataiijali!
holds that there are also some stationary or
permanent elements in the horse, such as the
genus (advatva) or the state of being a horse and
¢the swift motion’ which are said to be the
implication of the speaker in a sentence like
dhavato’svat patitah. He thus makes it clear
that in like cases what the speaker desires to
indicate refers really to dhiruvatva or motionless-
ness and not to the opposite.

The word dhruve should not be taken in its
strietly literal sense,?i.e., motionless. Of two
things, namely, the limit and the object that is
actually separated, the former, i.c., tree, asin
vrksat parnam patati, is move or less unaffected
by the act of separation; consequently, it is
grammatically called dhruva in relation to the
leaf that falls down as the result of separation,

Bhartrhari has stated clearly that dpadana
forms the limit of separation, whether movable

* xe aEgateEE gt 29T srmwmmied 0% 9wy
faafuq# t—Mahabhasya, Vol, 1, p. 827,
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or fixed " (calam 3@ yadi vdcalam) and that the
limit, though the substratum of separation, is not
practically affected by the operation of the wind
which is the direct cause of separation. In the
example kudyat patato’svat patiteh both the
wall and the horse are to be regarded as dhruva,
the former constitutes the limit of separation in
regard to the falling of the horse, and the latter in
regard o the man who falls down from the falling
horse. The word dhruva is thus used as a rela-
tive one; it does unot necessarily mean an
absolutely motionless thing, but generally what
remains more or less unaffected in the course of
separation. When separation is brought about
by the reciprocal action of the two, as in apa-
sarato mesddapasarati mesah, each of them is to
be considered as dhruve® in regard to the action

of the other.
It is necessary to make one point perfectly

clear. In the oft-quofed instance of Apadana,
viz., ¢ a leaf is falling from a tree,’ the relation,
it must be remembered, between the tree and
the leaf is one of simple conjunction and
not of co-inherence (samaviya), that is, we have
Apadane only when the leaf happens to be
brought over the tree either by the wind or by
birds, but not when the leaf stands in an
inseparable  connection  with the tree.

1
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When, on the other hand, co-inherence is in-
tonded to be oxpressed, wo got gasthi instead of
paiicant, ns in vrhgasya parmam patatrt

As the act of separation equally affects tho
tree as well as the lenf (tho very idea of
separation comprehending two objects), Susepa
argues that the leaf also may have the desig-
nation of Apadana insuch a caso. But it i
against the desirc of the speaker. Moreovor,
paficami® in yatah isindicative of limit, which, in
the fitness of things, applies to the troo and not to
the leaf. Sugena® then suggests a logical defi-
nition of linmit—* though practically unaflected
by the operation (of tho wind) that relaxes the
connection, the limit or Apddina forms the
substratum of separation.’*

Separation may be either physical or in-
tellectual.,  Patafijali  has  recognised the
desirability of acknowledging the intellectnal
separation and has, consequently, rejected some
sulras and varilithas, such as Pan, 1.4.25,1.4.
26, 1.4.27, 1.4 28, assuperfluons, In accordance

* rwe 9O yrdtdd wid frefian 1—Vikyspadiys  peemfa
qdsg qrd} srmdl fxafas , xf yaanfon feas wifg (—Helsdgp
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with his view,"the rule dhruvameplye’padanain
is quite sufficient to explain all those instances
that are usually supported by the additional rules.

Bhartrhari speaks of three kinds of dpadana,®
namely, wnirdistavisayom—when the limit of
separation is fixed, or, where the sense of separa-
tion is directly denoted by the verbal form, as in
gramadagacchati (coming from a village) and
asvat patilah (fallen from a horse); upatiavisayam
—when the sense of another verb appears to be
either principal or subordinate, as in walakalkat
vidyotate (lightning flashes forth from the cloud);
apeksitakriyam—when the act of separation is
to be understood, as in kwuto bhavan (wherefrom
do you come) ? Here the verh like dgacchafi is
to be supplied.

Sampradane is that form of Karake which is
desired (by the agent) to be the recipient of the
fruit of ownership (svalva) pertaining to the
object of the root d@ (to give). Susena explains
yamabhipraiti as what is connected with the
action (dadati) by the instrumentality of the
objective case. Adkipraili gives the idea of-
a relation which is, in the logical terms, thus
expressed : a recipient of the fruit, <.e., owner-
rhip pertaining {o the object of the action
(i:i-ig/(z;'((rzyfz—7.'a7'}2zanigﬁza-sz;a{vapizaZabizr?giévam).
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According to the interpretation of the Vyut-
pattivida,? the example vipraya gam dedati
(giving a cow to a Brahmin) will mean ‘a Brah-
min who is the object (uddesya) of the desire for
gift which is made with the intention of making
him the recipient of the ownership of the cow, as
is effected by the act of giving.’ Sempradina
is, therefore, the same as uddesya,® i.e., a person
to whom something is made over. This is
clear from the language of the rule yasmai
ditsa, ete. (Kalapa, 216).

The word sampradane is treated as an
anvarthasamjfa, i.e., it means exactly the same
thing as is denoted by its derivative meaning
(sampradiyate yasmai). 1Ibisa gift® (dana) by
which the previous owner transfers his legal
right to another. Prayer,® acceptance and induce-
ment are considered to be the causes that per-
suade a man to make a gift of his own right.
A gift® in the religious sense of the term should
proceed from a desire for either worship or
favour as in devatdyai puspam dadati (offering
flowers to a deity) and bhrtyaye vastram dadat:
(giving clothes to a servant), when in so doing
the person to whom something is made over is
entitled to the actual ownership,

Blutelenigonickecetitcen mﬁwﬁmﬂ HET
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The word Karman, as in Pan., 1.4.32, is
used to exclude the objective case from
gotting the designation of dpadane, since
what is desired by the agent (yam-
abhipraiti) is a qualification that also applies
to the object. It is generally explained
as particularly implying the object of
the root da (to give), but the author of
the Bhasya has taken it in the sense of action
(kriya) in general. He has also cited popular
instances to show that the word karman is
used with the same signification as kriya.! Kriya
is sometimes called karman. As there is mno
difference of meaning between the two ex-
pressions, nawmely, kam kEriyam karisyasi (what
action will you do ?) and Aim Fkarma Fkarisyast,
one is allowed to use the word karman in place
of kriya. Patafijali calls it a kind of artificial
(krtrima) karman. 1t is called artificial * because
its use in this particular sense is not sanctioned
by the grammarians in general. If karman is
taken to be synonymous with Jriya, one may
apprehend some difficulty in explaining the rule
Pan., 1.4.49, since it is impossible for one kriya
to vender another as the most desirable one
(katham ca n@ma kriyayd kriyepsitatama syat).

Y sifad s§—Mahiabhasya.
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How minutely Patafijali’ used to observe
the logical sequence of facts is clearly
seen from the way in which he has shown the
suceessive stages through which one Ariya or
action may become the most desirable by means
of another action. The usual order is as
follows: a man first conceives something by his
intellect, then he feels a desire to have if, next
comes the effort which is followed by the actual
commencement of action, then the completion
or accomplishment of the action, and finally
the attainment of the desired end.

As it is not always the case that
Sampradane should be invariably connected
with the object of the root dd alone,
Katyayana has added a Varttika ? obviously to
* widen the scope of Sampradina. On the
strength of this supplementary Varttike we are
allowed to explain Sampradana even in the case
of an intransitive verb like palye sete, where
the root being an intransitive one, we cannot
grammatically expect to have an object that
might be connected with Sampradina as such.

Patafijali seems to have minutely scrutinised
every part of the siitra, Pan., 2.4.82. He does
not fake the root da in its strictly literal
sonse (to give), nor does he lay much stress on

1 Mahabhigya, Vol I, p. 330.
* fernt gAfGf @y dn=AR) Patafish bas frgrrewafy
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the derivative meaning (sampradiyale yasmai iti),
but considers Sampradana to be one to whom
something is actually given. The instance
§isyaya capetam dadati (gives a slap to the pupil),
as cited by Patafijali, is a clear indication that he
held a far wider view of Sampradana. It is nob
evidently the use of the root da that always gives
the idea of Sampradana, because in the example
rajakasya vastram dadati (where the genitive is
intended by the speaker) the explicit mention
of dadati is not even attended with caturthi
(Sampradana-karaka).

Susena explains the rule Pan. 2432 i
the following way :—Sampradana is what is
desired by the agent through the instrumenta-
lity of the object. It is neither® the object of
the verb in general, nor virtually the object of
dadati in particular wherewith Sampradana is
really connected ; for, according to the first view,
the village, as in gjam gramam nayati (‘ brings a
goat to the village’) would be quite as good as Sam-
p?'adé'ma‘; according to the latter, the designation
Sampradana might be applied to the ¢ washer-
man ’ in the example ¢ clothes are given to a
washerman,” The anomaly presented Dby the
above instances received an ingenious solution
at the hands of Sugena. The  drift. of his
argument is as follows: as the sense of
giving naturally follows from the very

1
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construction of the word Sampradana (anvartha-
samjiia), the definition is not vitiated by the
fallacy, wviz., ativyapti,! that is to say, the
village cannot grammatieally have the designation
of Apadana owing to the absence of any connec-
tion with the root da. Similarly, as the
preposition sam in Sampradana serves to indi-
cate that dadati does not mean merely giving,
but signifies gif¢ in its legal sense, i.c., the
twaiving of one’s own right (in regard to a
thing) so0 as fo allow another to enjoy the same
as his own possession, the washerman cannot
be treated as Apadana even in connexion with
the verbal form dadati (dadati means hore
‘to make over’ [arpana], and not actual
giving [dana].

Susena, therefore, explains dina as a
kind of ¢desire’® to transfer one’s right to
another after the cntire cessation of one’s own
right, and gives the accurate definition of
Sampradana in the following terms—fyagajanya-
svalvaphalablhagitvam, 1d.e., Saempradina is
the recipient of the result of right or
ownership that is transferred to one by
formal gift. He further asserts that the
principal® or direct instances of Sampradana are

U guR, Ermalieaid et gad; aorafhdad.. e ge-
di ams AdTR b aa, DRl Fara gaaw agiaTCEREEH
gIRudf man (—Kavirija.
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those where the transference of right actually
takes place, and that in regard to other cases,
it is generally the desire of the speaker
(vivaksa) that accounts for the use.

The validity' of Sampradane in pradiyatam
Dasarathaye Maithili (as Ravana had no legal
right over Sita so that he might be entitled
to make a gift of her to Rama) depends
upon the desive of the speaker, i.e., it is said
as if Ravana had transferable right over Sita.
The fact is that one cannot give anything to
another in the legal sense of the term, if he
does not own it actually.

Bhartrhari has spokén of three kinds of Sam--
pradana :—(3) anir@karty—it means a kind of
Sampradane that does neither accept nor refuse
what might be offered to it ; as, for instance,
Saryaya argham dadati ; the sun neither solicits
worship nor is likely to refuse it ; (¢4) prerakam—
i.e., what induces others to make over some-
thing to him, as in vipraye gam daddti. Here
the Brahmin is supposed to have induced the
man to make a gift of the cow to him ; ()
anumantyr—who approves of a gift, i.e., permits
aman to make over something (though he
does not actually request him to do so) as in
upadhyayaya gam dadati (presenting a cow to the
teacher).

v @y wmun St gamisi @sfeen siae FYaEH +—

Kaviraja.



CHAPTER VIIIL

SaxMisa

Sama dafiniticn—The ing of samartha, ekdrthibhara
and tyapehed—Clsssification of Samasa—Power of
expressing the additional sense.

The psychological principle underlying the
formation of compounds and the unity of sense
denofed by Samisa has been considered in
my “Linguistic Speculations of the Hindus.”
An attempt will be made here fo show the
grammatical side of the problem with particular
roference to the conflicting views held by the
Naiyayikas and the grammarians on the ques-
tion of the additional denotating power of
Samasa.

The word  Samasa literally means
brevity,! i, ., condensed or concise expres-
sion. This grammatical device has the advan-
tage of condensing a sentence without any
change of signification. It must be, however,
remembered that it is not only words, or more
properly namans, that combine with each other
in a compound, but their meanings, too, are so
consistently related to each other (as noun and

' gaga A 96
an
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adjsctive) as to give rise to one qualified idea.
Though composed of two or more padas, a
Samasa produces only one idea in the mind.
According to the rule samarthah padavidhil,
Pin. 2.1.1, which is quite as good as a Paribhasa,
words are allowed to form a compound when
they are found to be mutually expectant and
their meanings compatible with each other.
Sarvavarman has wnamnam semaso yuktarthak,
which means that a compound represents the
¢ consistent unification of the meanings of two
or more namans.' A ‘combination of namans
expressing a- united semse is what is gram-
matically called Samase. The meanings are
consistently united when the words forming
a comipound are related to each other as sub-
stantive and attributive. The karika® quoted by
Durga-goes to show that wvifesya and visesann
in their harmonious association are only com-
petent - to form a compound. Samase, holds
Durga,® is distinct from a sentence., But it is
generally expressed by a sentence (vigraha)
only to help the understanding of unintelligent
people. The word samartha, as wused in
the sa@tra, is of .considerable importance and
has given rise to various interpretations.
- Patafijali has explained samarthye from two
different standpoints, namely, 'vyapeks(j, or mutual

. . fftera fadga faﬁﬂa INIIR | IR a9 Wafgdiaula-
9 I
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connection and ckarthibhava or the oneness of
meanings. He has made it abundantly olear
with reference to all forms of compounds that
no Samasa whatsoever is grammatically admis-
sible in the absence of such s@marthya or
competency. He has also suggested various
meanings of the word samarthe in order
to show how the word might correctly be
used to imply both vyapeksa and ekarthibhava.
According to his interpretation,) the
word samartha may be used in the follow-
ing senses, namely, consistont or mixed up
(sangatartha), united (samspgtartha), visible
(sampreksitartha) and connected  (sambad-
dhartha) ; the first two meanings indicating
united into one (ekibl@tam) are agreeable with
the ekarthibhava point of view, and the last
two indicating conncction of meanings being
harmonious with the vyapeksa standpoint. So
. far as the ¢karthibhdva® view is concerned, the
word samartha should be taken as implying
united meanings (ekibhutam), and it Dbrings
out the sense of ¢connected meanings’
(sambaddhartha) or ‘ reciprocally expectant mean-
ings,” when vyapeksa is considered to be the
essential condition of Semdse. The word
samartha indicates that words are not allowed

1 Xlahabhisya under the rula Pan,0.1,1.
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to form a compound unless they are samartha,
i.e., have either mutual connection or com-
patibility of meanings.

Patafijali then proceeds to bring outb the
full import of samarthye and clearly shows
why Somasa' does mnot usually take place
in expressions like Dbharya radjial  purugo
devadattasya and mahat kastam Srital. ‘What
he means to say is this: no compound
is possible between two words when one of
them is grammatically connected with another
word that does not form a part of the com-
pound ; in mahat kasiam $ritak the form kastam
is asamartha (incompetent) to be compounded
or consistently united with the word érital on
accountofits having relation with the word malat
that qualifies it. Here as@marthyae for a regular
combination in order to form a Samase is due to
the fact that the words mahat and kaesiom
are mutually expectant as noun and adjective.
To use the logical phraseology, sapeksatva
implies the state of having relation with a
word that is not a member of the compound.?

The grammarians, as a rule, are not pre-
pared to allow the formation of compounds
in cases of such sapeksatva. This is what
is actually meant by the dictum sovisesananam

‘ﬂﬂﬂi‘&%ﬁ {—Meh&bbagya under the rule Pan,, 2.1, 1,
grraREns qad\t l—Ibid.
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criftirne, that iz, a word ecannot enter into
combination with another word (in a Samisa)
if it happens to have an adjunct. .\ question
may ari<o at this stage as to how compounds
are admissible in instances like rajapuruso abhi-
ripatarak and rajapurugo darganiyal; (n beauti-
fal officer of the king), becanse the word
purnga is hero compounded with the word
rijan inspito of its relation with the adjective
abkiriipa. Now Pataiijali® comea forward with his
argumont to justify the formation of a compound
in such cases, Whon the prineipsl momber
and not the subordinate one, he holds
happens to bo sapeksa or conneeted with some
other word (as adjective ), there is practi-
cally no restriction for the formation of a
a compound, What we actually find in rdja-
purusal abhirapak is that the principal member,
i.¢., purugah, is connccted with the adjunct
abhirfipa and, therefore, Samasq is grammatically
admissible.

But sentences like Devadatlasya gurukulam
and caitrasya  dasablarya (the wife of the
sorvant of Caitra), ote., which are avowedly
correct in popular usage, present further
difficulties, Patafijali first tried to get
rid of this anomalous position by explaining
the genitive in Devadattasye as implying
relation with the whole and not with the

1 Mah#bhisys, p. 860 ¢ yy1ARY M, waly 9 wuine diaanfy
AT |
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word guru alone, but this argument also
proved futile, because, the sentence is really
intended to express particularly Devadattasya
yo gurustasya yat kulem and soon. He then
finally concludes that Samasas are admissible in
these cases (even inspite of sapeksatva) on
account of gamakatva or power of expressing
the intended sénse. A compound is said to be
gamaka when it is capable of expressing
the very same sense (no matter if there is
s@peksatva) as is implied by the words that go
to form such a compound. This is exactly
what is meant by the statement sapeksatve’pi
gomakatoat samdsah. - As.to why Samdse is not
admissible in mahat kastam $rital, there is no
denying the fact, says Patafijali,’. that . the
signification of the sentence in this case is nof
necessarily the same as is expressed by the com-
pound. This is the way how Pataiijali relaxed
the rigidity of his previous statement (sipelsa-
masamartham bhavatiis).

JagadiSa® ventures to differ from the
grammarians. He has little regard for the
view that a compound and its wigraha (the
sentence to which the compound might be

' 3% gE@EE i gargd 9 wfagmy | a3 oiwa R

#eq w¢ fHa sfa w1 Sgiay Sa@TEl 9 wegeef W g9
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I, p. 861.
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dissolved) must have the same meaning,
and holds in opposition that the wigraka, as
a rule, should bring out the sense of the
compound bat it is not equally binding that a
compound should necessarily express the entire
meaning of the sentence. He has, accordingly,
disjoined the compound sphuradvint (articulate
speech) as sphuranim vanim withont having any
rogard to the equality of case-terminations
between vyiisq and Samdsa.’

The two views—ekarthtbhave and vyapeksi—
correspond respectively to jahatsvirtha ovrtti
and gjahatsvarthd vriti : the former means that
when a compound is formed, its component
parts cease to retain their individual meanings,
and give rise to only one united sense ; and the
latter implies that such constituent parts do not,
as a rule, give up their meanings (as in a sen-
tence) as a necessary condition of Samdsa.

According to the first view,® samartha implies
the oneness of meanings (i.e,, the members of
a compound having different significations
are made to signily only one sense). A sen-
tence, on the other hand, is made up of
different pedas that continue to refain their
own meanings as rdjiiah purugalh. We have
to deal here with a problem of great importance.

3 srgEmEAgendEET |
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As a matter of fact, there is no matberial
difference between a sentence and a compound
so far as the meaning iy concerned,’ for
instance, the compound and the sentence like
rajiial puwrusa antyet@m and rdjapuruse aniyatam
grammatically mean the same thing, viz., ‘ fetch
an officer of the king. 1It, therefore, goes
against the assumption of Jagadisa who made
a distinction between Samasa and vigraha with
reference to their meanings.

‘Wherein, then, lies the difference between
vydsa and Samase ? The criterion to distinguish
a Samase from a sentence is that the former
is characterised? by aikapadye and aika-
svarya from the grammatical point of view,
The prominent points of difference are as
follows 8 :—(1) there is mno elision of case-
endings in a sentence as in a compound ; (2) in
a sentence other words (adjectives) are allowed
to intervene between such mutually ex-
pectant words as rajfich rddhasya purusa iti, but
such is not the case in regard to the compound
rajapurusal; (8) 1in a sentence there s
hardly any vrestriction as to the syntax or
order of words, but one cannot possibly
alter the order of a compound without sub-
stantial change of meaning; (4) in a compound

' 3% QEWNEA I wiEas ga@a 9 (—Mababhagya.
L 3 & 3 = ~
P Umvmaswsdwluftad 9 e3dmaiwig sud (—Kaiyata.
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there is only one accent and not two as in the
sentence rajiial purugal. It might be, howoever,
observed here that these special features, as enu.
merated nbove, are not really brought about
by ekarthibhava or oneness of the sense, but
they, strictly speaking, represent theresult of
Pataiijali’s interpretation.

Then, Pafaiijali continues to point out
other points of difference between tyase and
Samisat : (i) there i3 dilference of number
in a sentonce, as rajiak purusal, rajiok purugal,
rdjftiam purusal, but no such difference is
comprehensible in the compound (rijapurusal);
(i) the meaning of a sentence is clear,
while that of a compound is sometimes
ambiguous  (the reverso of the case is
also possible, viz.,, a compound appears to be
sometimes more clear than a sentence); (iii)
an upasarjana or subordinate member is allowed
to haven qualifying adjunct (rddhesya rajiak
purugall) in a sentence, whereas thero is a positive
restriction that a member of the compound
cannot have grammatical connection with
an adjective lying oulside the compound, This
also, to speak the truth, does not constitute a
special feature of Samisa, because compounds in
Devadattasya gurukulam, ete., have already been
declared admissible on the ground of expressive-
ness (gamakatva); (iv) ca is used in a sentence

o d@ifi@d  smfiamgueaasasd 9w (—Mahibbisya,
Vol, T, p. 862.
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(in the sense of collectlon), but not in a com-
pound. , ‘

Some explaln, on the other hand, ‘ mutual
connection’ as the proper implication of

simarthya; ! the expression  mutual connection’

should not be; however, misunderstood as refer-
ring to words (reciprocally expectant words),
but as pertaining to their meanings.? When,
vyapeksd (mutual connection) pertaining to the
meaning is thus held to be the denotation of
samarthya, both the king and the man, asin
1@jfial purusal, seem to be related to each other,
The king ® is connected with the man as the
master (mamayamiti), and the man also gets
himself velated to the king on account of his
being dependent on him (ehamasya).  The
genitive is thus indicative of the. relation be-
tween them. The older grammarians are sup-
posed to have been in favour of wyapeksa as an
indispensable condition of Samdsa.

In course of interpreting the rule 2.1.1 (Pan)
Pataiijali has ‘referred to various standpoints
regarding the characteristics of Samasa. If
Samasa is considered to be a vrtti (i.e., if it, as
a rule, always brings out a spec1ﬁc s1gn1ﬁcat10n),

! uEIRUwt 9Ma s |- —Mahabhasya,

* Mahabhasya, p. 865. T g4 W’-ﬂaﬁﬁT ? 3‘7\“ Slﬁ?ﬂﬁfﬂ,
fe afe p =9 l-—Mahabhﬂsya, p. 865.
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these  views, holds Kondabhatfa,! are, by
minute examination, reducible.to two only,
namely, jahatsvartha and ajahatsvartha.

The thres views mainly discussed in the
Mahabhasya are as follows;? (1) ek@rthibhdva or the
unity of meanings takes place in a compound as
the salient characteristie, but a vigraha (sentence)
comprehends vyapeksa or vyapeksa is found to be
the primary condition of a sentence; (ii) on
the assumption of vrtti, Samasa will fall under
the category of either jahatsvartha or ajahat-
svarthi; (iit) just as vyapeksd or mutual con-
nection is necessary in a sentence, so it isin a
compound, i.e, some hold vyapeksi (as the
real meaning of simarthya) to be the main factor
that goes to form a compound.

Kaiyata, like Patafijali, supports ekarthibhave
as the most plausible view from the standpoint
of the grammarians who ascribe eternality to
$abda. He argues further that the question of
ortti, as shown above, is absolutely immaterial
to those who take a sentence as containing no
parts (niravayava), and look upon $abda as eternal.
The division of ortti into johatsvartha and
ajahatsvartha represents the view of those who
take $abda to be karya.

*  Vaiyikarapabhtsapas, Kdr, 30.
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Semasa® is a ortti, that is to say, Samasa
is attended with a special significance. Vyiti
is of two kinds, namely, jahatsvartha and
ajahatsvartha. According to the standpoint
of jahatsvartha-vrtti, the members consti-
tuting a compound generally give up their
particular meanings and the compound necessa-
rily acquires a special signification. This special
sense may be produced either by $akéi (denota-
tion) or by laksend (implication), the former
helps us in getting the wnited meaning (ekarthi-
bhave) and the latter is resorted to in case of
vyapeksa. Patafijali has here made use of a
very well-chosen example to show the nature of
jahatsvarthd. ©A carpenter,® for instance, when
engaged to perform the work of a king, is com-
pelled to give up his own work to a cerfain ex-
tent.’ So far as the other form of vrffi is con-
cerned (ajahatsvartha), the members of a com-
pound continue to rebain their respective
meanings ; as, for instance, ¢a beggar  does not
necessarily leave off what he procured first
even when he happens to secure alms for the
second time.” DBut there is some difficulty
in accepting this standpoint as a reasonable one.
The compound form should necessarily have
the dual number, if each of the members

' ogumifind sR 1 uie wme Asmaifine w99
a1 sfafag; 1—Kaiysta.
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(rajan  and purusa) were allowed to retain
their respective meanings,

Patanijnli has thus examined the validity
of soveral views in regard to the exposi-
tion of samarthya and advanced arguments as
well as counter-nrguments either to support or
to reject thom. But the question that still
awaits solution is to determine which of theso
two views is really acceptable from the stand-
point of grammar, and appeals more to reason.
In view of the emphacis lnid on the elariinbhira,
it is clear that Pataiijali accepted it as the most
correct explanation. TFrom what we have been
able to gather from his lengthy discourse on the
rule samarthak padavidkik, it appears that
Pataiijali, whose decision is held to be authori-
tative on all problems of grammar, was in
favour of the ekartlibhava* point of view (or
Jahalscartha). The ekarthiblava view, it must be
remembered, is also the only reasonable oxplana-
tion so far as the psychological aspect of Samisa
is concerned. According to Iaradatta, both
nyapeksa and ckarthiblave are necessary in a
compound. In the absence of wvyapeked or
mutual connection, words are not allowed to
form a compound.

Patafijali ¢ has, however, drawn attention
to the fact that jelatsvarila does not mean

b ey sYawt e 9 wafE, endind s 8fF (~Kayas on
AAGTAGLI )
T sexad) @ am Anifr 7GSRI @de avif |
—~Mababhdsyas under the rule Pap, 2. 1,1,
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that the constituents of a compound are liable
to give up their respective meanings altogether.
But only that sense which is found to be
inconsistent with the specific signification
(pardrthavirodht) as denoted by a compound,
is forsaken. This is why the expression
rajapuruso aniyatam ' does not simply mean the
bringing of ¢ man, but particularly Zke man
having relation with the king.

Samarthya has been explained by some as
pertaining to ortéi. According to this view,
difference (bheda) as well as association (sam-
sarga) are the meanings of s@marthya.

Patafijali has raised another question which
is not less important in connection with
Samasa. A compound is generally said to be
optional, that is to say, we may have either a
Samasa as rajapurusal or a sentence like rajital
purusah without any change of meaning. To
form a compound, or to use the compound-form
depends upon the desire of the speaker. This
view does not carry much weight with Patafijali.
‘What he means to say is this : there are prac-
tically two views, namely, vpitipeksa, i.e., com-
pound and avrifipaksa, i.e., sentence. Both the
sentence and the compound have their distinet
characteristics fixed by nature, and there is
nothing to confuse the one with the other.

1

UTGRIRFAIYS | gEHEee Wi Ay @ —
Mahabhigya.

2

el N1 gwaffa s g —Ibid.

* guEaddrafa a1 9 §H1GT (—Mahabhisya under the rule
Pan,, 2.1, 1,
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Kaiyata ! clearly shows the difference between
a sentence and a compound by stating in
clear torms that no compound is admis-
sible in case of wyapeksa, and, therefore,
a sentence is impossible when ekarthibhava is
intended to be implied.

It must be noticed that the view held by Hara-
datta goes against such a rigid distinction. Some
hold, on the contrary, that ekarthibhave, vyapeksa
and ajehatsvarthda optti are all that is required
in the formation of a compound.? Those who
hold the non-eternality of sabda® are of
opinion that compounds are capable of being
formed optionally out of sentences, the forma-
tion of compounds being a matter of option with
them. Those who, like the grammarians, main-
tain that sabda is a permanent entity * (naitya-
$abdikea) opine that sentences and Samdsas
are  materially different, that is to say,
Samdsas represent a permanent combination
of words, for they are so fixed by usage that
they do not admit of any decomposition. To
be more clear, the drift of Pataiijali's argument
is that the so-called process of disjoining a com-
pound into vydse or vigraka (whereby a com-
pound is dissolved into its elements) is at best

Y g abaEr gAE % wafy, ediag e 2 1—Kayats

s gen@sdindatasaeanal 9fF ad wyied ufenmefeg.
—Varyakarapabhugana, under Kar. 30

3 wrjafRes sy faadq 7fy frarar waaar ~—-EKayata
¢« faubewrg sfaam A fafmfaed gea—Iod.
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artificial, and that recourse is taken to such a
method only for the purpose of bringing out
the signification of a compound which is really
an indivisible unit of speech. This view is
analogous to what we have already referred
to in deciding the priorvity of samhifa to
padas (padaprakriih samhita). Further light
is thrown upon this view by the so-called
nitya-samdsas, because we are not allowed
to disjoin a compound like Zrsnasarpal (as
we cannot do so without altering the sense) ;
this class of compounds is not capable of being
broken up into parts without necessary change
of meanings. They do neither admit of
vigraha in the usual way, nor are their meanings
directly expressed by their component parts,
but some other words are required to bring
out their signification (avigraha or asvepadae-
vigraha).

Bhartrhari * has also shown the difference
between a sentence and a compound.
Samase is held to be an indivisible unit and the
so-called vigraha is after all an artificial method
that serves to bring out the meaning of a com-
pound to unintelligent people. Durga has
tato’'nyat vakyamiti, which implies that a
compound is distinet from a sentence by its
very nature. There are, so to speak, two

1

AF AgwEry fafan afaeed | axwragew 89 ow-
QA (— Vakyapadiya. ]
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different views on Samdse,’ namely, (i) a
compound is a permanent unit of speech; (ii) a
compound * is only a condensed form of
a sentence, or, in other words, a sentenco is
reduced to a compound-form for the sake of
brevity or conciseness. Patafijali  and his
followers scem to have supported the first view
Others hold that there is no material diffor-
ence between a compound and a sentence,
that is to say, Samasa is n designation that may
bo optionally applied to a sentence under certain
conditions,

Samase depends mors or less on current
or popular usage, According to Durgasitiha,
Samasq ® is sometimes pormanent or obligatory
(as in Zpgnasarpal), optional in the majority
of cases, and is not admissible in some
instances (Ramo jamadagnyal). A Samiasa is
called nifya or obligatory, when its constituents
fail to express the intended <ense, as, for
instance, the members of the compound krene-
sarpah mean simply a black serpent by their
respective powors of denotation, but it is far
from being the aclual sense, iz, ‘a snake
that cannot he subdued either by medicinal
herbs or Dby snahe-charmers,”* An optional

' ogagy gaaiRa 9w feaffa Maaawaiza wan e—
Durga’s Tikd on the role ‘mat garay gma,’
* Ay sAdivadifa vd Rfgae—aia ai ffceEg sy
~—Darga.
s gfufem: afafeaw: wfey ar 1~
© agwigrafaed; atfde:
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artificial, and that recourse is taken to such a
method only for the purpose of bringing oub
the signification of a compound which is really ’
an indivisible unit of speech. This view is
analogous to what we have already referred
to in deciding the priority of samiitg to
padas (podaprakptih samhita). Further light
is thrown upon this view by the so-called
witya-samasas, because we are not allowed
to disjoin a compound like Zrsnasarpah (as
we cannot do so without altering the sense) ;
this class of compounds is not capable of being
broken up into parts without necessary change
of meanings. They do mneither admit of
vigraha in the usual way, nor are their meanings
directly expressed by their component parts,
but some ofther words are required to bring -
out their signification (avigrahe or asvapada-
vigraha).

Bhartrhari ! has also shown the difference
between a sentence and a compound.
Samasw is held to be an indivisible unit and the
so-called vigrahe is after all an artificial method
that serves to bring out the meaning of a com-
pound to unintelligent people. Durga has
tato’nyat vakyamiti, which implies that a
compound is distinet from a sentence by its
very nature. There are, so to speak, two

1

=3u wguEar fafuan afaeed ) axrRages 88 ai-
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different views on Samasa,! namely, (i) a
compound is a permanent unit of speech; (i7) a
compound * is only a condensed form of
a sentence, or, in other words, a sentence is
reduced to a compound-form for the sake of
brevity or conciseness. Pataiijali and his
followers seom to have suppoited the first view
Others hold that there is no material differ-
ence between a compound and a sentence,
that is to say, Semase is n designation that may
be optionally applied to a sontence under certain
conditions.

Samasa depends wmore or less on curront
or popular usage. According to Durgasiiha,
Samisa® is sometimes permanent or obligatory
(as in kpengsarpah), optional in the majority
of cases, and iz not admissible in some
instances (Ramo jamedagnyal), A Samasa is
called nifye or obligatory, when its constituents
fail to express the intended <onse, as, for
instance, the membors of the compound kisna-
sarpah mean simply « Glack serpent by their
respective powers of denotation, hut it is far
from bemg the aclual sense, vz, ‘a snake
that cannot be subdued either by medicinal
heibs or by snale-charmers.”* An optional

' gAme wwaga am (mfefe Feeswaien san—
Durga’s Tiks on the role “mar amidl gaig 1
* R sEAaRfE qa frgae—uadaia a i sf
—Durga.
s miefae wfefkew olvg aq 1—101
+ fawdavaitad, adfds, )
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compound means that we are allowed to -say
either r@japurusak or rajhah purusah, the
former having only the advantage of concise-
ness. According to this point of view, most
cases of compounds are simply dependent on
option. Samdisa is grammatically inadmissible in
those cases where padas are so related to
each other that they cannot give rise to any
special signification (pararthabhidhana).

[t should be particularly explained here what
is really meant by holding Samasa to be a vriti.
Friti means, as Patafijali maintains, ¢ the power
of expressing the sense that is different from
those that are denoted by the members of a
compound,’ that is to say, Semasa is expressive
of some special or additional signification.

Patafijali has dealt with the problem of
Samase with such elaboration and in such
minute details that his successors have
had no room for making further contributions to
the subject. In a number of popular karikas,
Sripati ! has carefully summarised all that can
be said concerning  Samdsz in  general.
Jagadisa’s®  definition and  exposition of
Samase are such as to show that the
followers of the Navya-nyaya considered a
compound to be the same as a sentence, though

1

rfaifiugeay aemg sl | sfovSawsne  awuwd
|9 |—Kat. Paridista,

? AEns weEwEEatE G srada 9y @ gewee-
fa: \—Sabdagakti., Kar. 1.
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in 1 condensed form, and, unlihe the gram.
marians, they did not necesanly recognice the
speciad signific stion of Sanden

In courw of showing the applieiality of his
defimtion to all ewes of Semicr, and deiing
particniarly with certnun areeznlie forms of
compound, Jagadisr hre made «ome mportant
observations which one cm hardly afford to
p»s over for an adequate knawlidge of the
subject.  We give below only a few instances of
Samis1 where Jamadidn bas gnena stanp of
his onzinality of exposition.

()) The cigraka? (the senfence wherehy
the meaning of a compound 1~ usunlly expreed)
should be such as wonld lLring out the entire
menning of a compound, but there isnosuch rigid
condition in the cise of n compound It i«
generally  found that o compound-form
does not contun unything to gne an exact
tden ns to the preeise number and  gender of
the rigralia,  1hus, Jagadisa refutes the view
that “ both oydase and  Samdsa are  ownctly
expressive of the sume sonse’

(1) In cases other thun those of Nipilas,
the menmings of two Numans (words) aro reluted
to ench other asaf they were adentical ?

(u1) A the gemtive (donoting relation) 18
dropped mn & compound lihe rajapurusalk (ns n

P fan€ ot gaimmeee dvee oA, w g oWl fagwbe -
Sab 1adakt]
amfafomed arnedg JeRAT |—Ibid

PR
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necessary condition of Samase in general), the
Naiyayikas ! have taken recourse to laksand to
expressly indicate the relation of puruse with
TAJAN.

(i) Though Karmadharaeye compounds
having pronoun like yad and tad as their last
members are not generally recognised by the
grammarians,” Jagadisa has supported the
validity of such a compound as paramasal on
the authority of Jumaranandi.

(v) 1f a compound is allowed to be formed
by the combination of more than two padas® it
should be either Dvandva or Bahuvrihi, i.e., exs
cepting these two compounds no other com-
pounds are generally found to consist of three
or more members,

(i) An anomaly is presented Dby the
expression  karmasandalayogottham, because
yogottham (resulted from the conjunction) can-
not be grammatically taken here as an
adjunct qualifying pape (sin) which forms a part
of the compound papaksayal. Jagadisa meets
this position by suggesting that yogottham
should be taken in the sense of yogaprayojyam
(i.c., resulting from a conjunction of Rahwu with
either the sun or the moon) which might be

{1~

USIYRY R 92U wRIgdaa quild sfuagmaty dusa (—
! Sabdasakti.
AFIYTERLS: FRYRT: WEG Has, quift Aesgw wwE

sailz vy seikad 1ge 9 gawfear sw@ @ swwed gwe:
ucaarfamfg \—Ibid,

a

(1]

agug Fgalfe¥a G0 = gmg; |—Ibid.
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consistently connocted with the meaning® of
papakgaya by the relation of identity.

(vis) As Dyigu *and Karmadh@raya compounds
are found to have a striking similarity between
themselves from both physical and psychological
aspects (each having the first member as an
adjoctive and both indicating the relation of
identity) only with this difference that in cases
of Dvigu the first pada is a  numerical
adjective, Jagadisa has no objection in incln-
ding Dpigu within the category of Karma-
dharaya.

On the evidence of the rule Pap. 2.1.23,
Bhatfoji® also speaks of both Duign and
Karmadhiraye as two specinl  classes of
Tatpurugs, taking a wider viow of the
latfer.

(viit) According to Jagadisa,* a Talpurugae
compound, with an adverb as its first member,
is also admissible. ITe recognises stokapakta
as an instance of Karmadharaye. But there is
some diffiecnlty in explaining the compound as
such, because the meaning of the adverh sloka
(little) is not such as may have the relation
of ideuntity (tadatmya-sambandhe) with that of

Vodmia@ean finsdisfey, w99 quedsfan; —
Sabdadakti,
ey, wavCmAnasis 7 9 (—Ibid, under the Kar, 58,

* mayeufadi: wRYIe |lkiE o

* @weRadt feofaled: whweg @ weshd il
sal wRARIfE.... AW gemEEeCEET AR R ma
qEgaAN] |~—Babdsdaktiprakdéika under Kar. 89, <

3



302 PHILOSOPHY OF SANSKRIT GRAMMAR

paktr (one who cooks). As a matter of fact,
the adverb is really connected with the action
(cooking) and not with the agent. Here Jaga-
di§a has been compelled to admit the validity
of namarthaikadesanvaye, that is, the relation
with a part of the meaning of a Naman, and,
accordingly, suggests on the strength of such
examples as maehakavi, mahavijic (where
mahattva or greatness refers respectively to the
state of being a poet and that of being wise,
that the adverb stoka is related to pacana
(cooking) which forms part of the meaning
of palta.

(tz) By supporting such expressions as
stokanamra stanabhyam (as used by Kalidasa),
JagadiSa has sought to refute the view that
‘ no compound ! whatsoever is admissible with
an adverb.’

(z) - Jagadisa has thoroughly rejected the
grammatical definition of Awvyayibhave com-
pound, as it involves the fallacy of awyapti.
It is not strietly correct to say that an
Avyayibhave compound has always an inde-
clinable as its prior member, for, in instances
like salakapari, aksapari,® etc., we find an in-
declinable as the last member; again,
triyamunam (a collection of three J umnas),

' fafafaa: ewe waEauE sf g 9 S (—Sebdaakti under
Kar. 89.

TR rmm R sama e feetEanias aqyieer
q1ETg (~—Sabdadakti.
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lolntagangam (the country where the Ganges
18 red) are examples of Avyayibhara where no
indeclinable 18 traceable !

There 1s evidence to believe that 1t was
accent that determined Samase m the ealy
stage of the Sanshrt language A shght
defect ” 1n the use of accents 1s said to have
proved fatal to the sacrificer Inmself What
an 1mportant part was played by the vana-
tion of accents 1 the determination of Samisas
18 best 1llustrated by such examples as &runum
(vyala anam) wineh with shght difference of
accents may be taken either as Advyayiblave
or Bahuv1ih: compound

The ancient grammarans® are said to have
divided Samasas 1mto four classes according to the
predommnance of the meanings of members form-
g the compound The principle underlying these
classifications, as we shall see later on, 1s con-
nected more with the meaning than with the
physical aspects of Samasas  They are as
follows (1) purvapadas thapr adhanae as Avyayi-
bhitva—in  this  class of compounds the
meanmng of the first member (indeclinable)
seems to be principal 1n relation to that of the
last , (u) wttarapadw thapradhana, e, Tal-
pruse—1t 18 80 called because in all 1areties

! QRumaitEeTeay (—Sebduisks p 62

' o3 A= W@ ad@ W R wgd @ andEne o | )
aume {eaf| afmey Eedismwpy Sikes

* sy wfum wam sz, sfgwezignnm , sirad
#4914 , TIGHIRRINHEM, (—Mebabhatys Vol I p 879
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of Tatpurusa compounds the meaning of the
last member appears to be predominant ; (iii)
anyapadarthapredhana, i.e., Bahuvrili—the
characteristic feature of this class of compounds
(anekamanyapadarthe) is that the sense of a
word that does not actually enter into the combi-
nation comes to have the predominance ; (iv)
sarvapadarthapradhana as Dvandva, where the
meanings of all members are of equal impor-
tance. TFollowing the classifications of earlier
grammarians such as Vabhata ! and others,
Jagadisa has made an addition (madiyapada-
pradhane) to the  aforesaid division of
Samasas as given by Patanjali, Tatpurusa
compounds like ghatanadbikaranam and prafi-
yogitanavacchedakal, etc., are explained by
Jagadisa as instances wherein the sense
of the middle peda (i.e., non-existence—
as denoted by the negative particle na) is
predominant, and he, accordingly, calls
them madhyapadarthapradhgne, On a  close
examination of facts it is, however, found that
these classifications of the earlier grammarians
are neither sufficient to cover the entire field, nor
free from the fallacies of afivyapéi and avyapiti.
Bhattoji ® has clearly pointed out how the prin-
ciple underlying such divisions cannot he applied
to instances like atimalal, wunmattagangam,

U gamenwedlavemEEEa: g M gefie D aa
wzifehe | Sabdadakti, Kar. 88,

* gwigggfay sfq g wHiar: 1~—Bhattoji.
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ote., from astrictly grammatical point of view,
In conformity to the rules of grammar, afimilal
is taken to be an example of Tafpuruse, though
the sense of the first member in this case appears
to be the principal one. Thus, the predominanes of
the sense of the first memberof a compound can-
not be grammatically regarded as the only crite-
rion for determining an Awvyayiblive compound,
According to the popular divisions, Samasas
are six in number, or seven by the inclusion of
the so-called Upapade compound. Some gram
marians, however, interpreted the rule @ Huw,
Pan., 214, insuch a way (applying the prin-
ciple of yogavibhiga)as to establish six ! different
kinds of Samasas ; the peculiaramong thesc being
the compound made of two verbal forms as
khadatamodata on the strength of the gana-
sutra—akhyatamakhyatena kriyasatatye,
According to Jayaditya,® Samasas are capable
of being divided into two well-known classes,
namely, nitya and anitya, Anitya-samisas ave
those where the addition of the case-terminations
to the members of the compound is sufficient
to bring out the sense, as, for instance, tho
genitive and prathama respectively in 7@jfiak and
and purusals are competent to express the mean.
ing of thec omponnd sajapurusak. In the case

gt gut fast A wiga fast fasn
graafe el a; T asfadt g0
* fanfmaEndnistanmy |
it Frnfae amed o
39
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of nitya-samasas, on the other hand, the mere
addition of the case-endings to the constituent
elements cannot fully bring out the sense of
the compound, for by simple analysis of the com-
pound Frspasarpaly as krspascisaw sarpasceti
(meaning any and every kind of black serpent)
one cannot get into the meaning of the com-
pound (é.e., a snake irresistible either by
medicinal herbs or physicians).

The most important question that deserves to
be particularly considered in connection with the
problem of Samdsa is to decide whether the
sense denoted by a compound is virtually the
same as is expressed by the constituent mem-
bers, or a compound has by nature the power of
expressing a special signification distinet from
those of its members. This is a problem over
which the grammarians and the Naiyayikas hold
different views. Jagadisa' has referred to
Patafijali and his followers as samiase sakti-
vadins, who do not take number fto be the
denotation of a compound, specially aluk-samiasa,
inspite of the presence of the case-endings
that indicate number (as in kanghe-kalah).

Reference has already been made to the two
views—ekarihibhave and wvyapeksa ; the gram-
marians evidently uphold the former (as it is
quite clear from the interpretation of the
Mahabhasya), while the Naiyayikas and the

? wgwgw. gwshh €e@n @ g9s ofq aarantrafa; wagen (—
Sabdagakti,
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Mimarhsakas seem to have supported the latier,
The main point at issue is that the eharthi-
bhavavadins' are of opinion thata compound as a
whole has the distinet power of expressinga
sense in addition to the meanings usually signifi-
ed by the members,® whereas the vyapeksavading
have either taken recourse to laksand wherever
the members of a compound are not likely to
bring out the full signification or have taken
the sense of a compound as exactly equivalent
to those of its members.

The arguments usually advanced in favour of
the ekarthibhava view are as follows :—a com-
pound-form like eitraguk (Bahuviihi naturally
indicates ¢ the owner of handsome cows ;' raja-
purusali means ‘one having relation with the
hing ;* upakumbham gives the idea of ‘proximity
with a pitecher’ and pampadem expresses the
sease of a ‘collection of hands and feet’ (semihara).
These meanings, to speak the truth, are not
directly expressed by the members of those com-
pounds; as, for instance, the sense of the ¢ owner ’
is not denoted by either citr@ or go, the idea of
‘relation ’ is not brought out by either rgjan or
purusa, and ©collection’ by either pani or pade

! W aae o 4R @ wtwmfafa madsdiee w@
fasrama, 1 U9 gad 3@ awg wfamade fafresta oy b
war < aulaly sald vfz fMuw amacEs salsifen o w
gAUGR |—Vaiyskaragabhiisana

' oA WY WA WA GIMRS | wRAr sfavEiar agAey
aMR 1wy id gwn@sing i n—-\’axyakmnabhumn,
Kar 31
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and so on. The grammarians have, therefore,
assigned the power of expressing such special or
additional senses as those of ‘owner,” ¢ relation’
and ¢ collection,’ ete., to the compounds, taking
Samasa as a whole or an indivisible unit of
speech.

The word pankaje admits of double mean-
ings—one as ‘lotus’ signified by samudayasalkii
and the other as ‘something that grows in the
naud’ (avayavasakti) denoted by its parts. Similar
is the case with a Samase ; it has one meaning
as is denoted by its parts and the other as
expressed by the whole. According to the
Naiyayikas, the word pankaje falls under the
category of yoga-radha, that is to say, it has
two-fold signification as denofed by the parts
and the whole. The grammarians have recog-
nised such a samudayaesakti in order to arrive
at the additional sense of a compound.

Moreover, the ekarthibhave view is not
vitiated by prolixity or gaurave as is the case
with the wyapeksavada. The Naiyayikas' or
the oyapeksavadins, on the contrary, are not
prepared to admit of such $okti or power of
expressing the additional sense so far as com-
pounds are concerned. They have rather
taken recourse to leksenZ whenever they
failed to get the intended sense directly from
the members of a compound. They have, for

! oRgElEd dnfEEET 1 9 qEszd wfaeTuINaIN; (
--Vaiyikarapabhiigana.
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instance, resorted to lahgana in the case of
citraguh so as to obtain tho sense of the
<owner.’ TXTondabhattn maintains that in such
cases the assumption of #al.fi' iz almost unavoid-
able, since Zaksan@t in regard to either cifri or go
is not sufficient to bring out the full significa-
tion, 1.e, the owner of beautiful cows, But
there is some difficulty in the way of applying
such lakgana,® for, if the word feifra’ were indi-
cative (laksala) of ©the owner of the beautiful
cows, ’ it would hiave no consistent relation with
the meaning of the word go; again, if the word
go were to indicate the same scnse, the meaning
of the word ciér@ would not be compatible with
that of ‘the owner’ (because it is not the
owner who is cifra or handsome but his posses-
sions—the cows). In a Talpuruse compound
such as » gjapurusah,’ Gongesa says that loksana
18 to be attributed to the relation as is donoted
by the genitive in rajiiak. According to the
Mimimsahas, the whole sentence should be
taken as laksan@ or indicative (as Gangesa has
clearly pointed out).

' feagfcadt @mfadad afacamsl, « ¥ agwg faie o
—Vatyakaranabhfigana under Adr 84

* A faawe fnwifaaes, a1 Auzaiamar wifh dug
o N faamrmiaeam® (—Tattvaantimagi—Sabdskbanda,
p 702

Sy el GER werwand qelfn wlewgwmely wwn
—BabdaSakt:, p 41

¢ qamEEmSfaiEfEn gar RRATEAY A O gudfii—
o Sabdakhapda, p 787,
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The Naiyayikas have, however, resorted to
laksand in regard to only one pada, either cilri
or go, and taken the other as only suggestive or
tatparya- grahaka, as in rajepurugaly the word
rajan is said to be indicative of the relation with
the king and so on. They do not, therefore,
agree with the Mimamsakas so far as the
indicativeness of the whole sentence is con-
cerned.! It is specially in the case of Baluvrihi
and Tatpuruga compounds that they have taken
the help of laksanz for the purpose of ‘getting
the intended sense. It is not necessary to resort
to laksana in a Karmadhiraye compound,® where
the sense of identity is derivable from the very
relation of meanings.

The expressions wnisadasthapatim yajayet,
varsisu rathakaro’gnimadaedhile have given rise
to considerable difficulties. The Mimiamsakas
do not take nisadasthapati as an instance of Tat-
puruse (as in that case laksana is to be resorted to)
but construe it as a Karmadharaye compound
(nisada eva sthapatil) identifying sthapati with
nisade (the architect who is one and the same as
nigada).

' qgAtet @ T v, ey vl g HAMWIETG—Tattva-
cintimepi. @ YA GHGwE GRfosEy - CaveREERQE
qgaﬁgmqm1qaxq|——-sabdaéaktlprakamka——Samasa,, p. 50.:

! FRYIE W w9, Y9 qeramie data QWG | —Vaiya-
karapabhiisana, gygafEwfaga:, p. 159.
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CHAPTER IX

GrauMAR I8 Otaek SysTEMS OoF THOUGHT

Langusge and G r—probl of g in the
Mimamsd—-Nydya nnd treatises on Alankdra

Grammar is a popular branch of study.
Consciously or unconsiously, every one makes
use of grammar or follows certain principles
in the verbal expression of his thought. Man
as a speaking animal is first acquainted with
grammar, thongh he does not know that the
way in which he combines one word with
another presupposes a number of principles
upon which is based tho science of grammar.
Grammar has its origin in the popular mode of
expression, and derives its vital essence from the
popular usage, Grammar, particularly Sanskrit
grammar, is indispensahly necessary for an ade-
quate knowlege of all branches of literature.
Bhartrhari calls it adhividye *in order to point
out that grammar is intimately connected with
all branches of learning, and in c:mseq_uence of
this intimate relation it is held to be the most
useful of all departments of studies® One

' gfyd asfaammmuiie gamd |—Vakyspadiys, Kar, 1, 14,
* aty @& Rdlafa fFamugar (—Ibd.
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can hardly expect to make a profitable study
of any branch of Sanskrit literature without
having a thorough knowledge of grammar,
Grammar, Patafijali rightly observes,! is a use-
ful companion to the study of the entire
Vedic literature.

Speculations on grammar naturally presup-
pose the existence of language; and the
relation in which the study of a language stands
to that of its grammatical system is an inti-
mate one. The grammar of a language generally
makes its appearance when that language in
particular has reached a certain stage of
development and produced literary records
comprising a vast field of knowledge. Based as
it is on the strictly scientific method of genera-
lisation (utsarga) and particularisation (apavida)
on the one hand, and that of agreement (anvaya)
and difference (vyatireka) on the other, Sans-
krit grammar is found to have thrown much
light upon what are known as the fundamental
problems of philology. Moreover, the rules
of Sanskrit grammar, as they unfold the laws
that regulate the growth, formation and correct-
ness of the recognised linguistic forms, are in
themselves short formule of the science of
language. Again, the rules, such as parak
sannikarsal  somhitd  (Pan., 1.4.109) and
okah, savarne dirgheh (Pan., 6.1.101), which

< ~ . . - )
! ¥d8emited 9 wiew |—Mahabhagya, under the rule Pan,,
6. 3. 14, , .
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virtually show the tendency of two vowels
having close proximity and homogeneity to
lengthening, are as much phonological - ns
grammatical There was, as we have already
pointed oub, a period in the history of the
Sanskrit language when, in the absence of
such technical devices of grammar, Samisas
had to be determined by different modulations
of voice. The division of sound into wudalla,
anudatte and svarita, the transformation of
sounds as is illustrated by the rules of sampra-
sarane, and the principles of euphonic combina-
tion (sandhi) are indication how intimately
grammar is related to phonology.

The study of Sanshrit from a philological
basis and that of the methodology of its
grammatical systems present before us problems
of Semantics which, as a cognate science, deals
with the psychological aspects of language.
‘ The science of meaning,’ though of compara-
tively modern growth in the domain of western
philological researches, seoms to have already
developed info a scientific branch of study at
the hands of the Nairuktas or etymologists.
The antecedence of ideas to words,! the relation
hefween the sign and the object signified, the
eternal * connection between #abde and arthe,

Y wii@y ARRD 1 W8 AR TR §gerd j—~Maba.

bLtsya, Vol II,p 16 wif fg wsisdnrmaed S —
under1,3 8

* daufag amendn gE —~Mim Bites, 11 5 fgR wmp-

%% and fd) waawEcfugan; (—Mabibbisys, Vol I,p 7.
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the derivability of words * from verbal roots,
the method of naming objects, the origin of
certain ‘words (as kaka, Lokila, dundubhi, etec.)
from an imitation of natural sound,? and the
way how words change their meanings (as kavi,
mrqa, kusale, pravine, ete.) are facts that have
been scientifically dealt with by the Nairuktas
and the grammarians. The etymological
explanations of words, as they occur in the
Brahmana and Nirukta literature, is an evidence
that investigation in the science of meaning
was not only necessary for the proper under-
standing of the Vedic texts, but formed an
important part of the study of Sanskrit gram-
mar. Though an independent branch of
study mainly devoted to the psychological side
of language, the Nirukta, as Yaska maintains,
is materially akin to grammar, the former
serving as a complement of the latter.®

In course of foregoing discussions on
grammatical problems, we have had occasion
to make reference to certain philosophical
views, mainly from the Mimamsd and the
Nysya systems, having direct bearing wupon
problems of purely grammatical interest.
As a department of sbudy intimately connected
with the process of thinking, grammar, like

! AWMEEESMIE M) aasawys (—Nirukta, 1, 18,
? aw sfa n=gwfaeRe wely sgaw —-Ibid,

P Afaw TEE At W e @ieeNs 9 —Nirukta,
p. 115.



GRAMMAR IN OTHER SYSTEMS OI' THOUGHT 315

logic, deals with a subject (éabda and artha)
that forms the very basis of knowledge. The
supreme importance of Sabda-gdstra lies in
the fact that it deals with words whereby we
think, know and express our thoughts to others.
Every word is a symbol of intelligence., No
knowledge whatsoever, says Bhartrbari,! is
possible without wards ; knowledge of all deno-
minations is materialised through the medium
of words, Punyarajn * pacticularly points out
that the use of words (fabda-bLhiGrand) ncts as
an important factor in the wmanifestation of
qualified knowledge (sevilalpakajilana). An
attempt is made here to show the extent to
which grammar is related to other philosophical
systems, specially the Mimiamai and the Nyaya,

Certain Mimimsa doctrines are found
to have eclose relntionship with those of
grammar. (i) The eternality of Sabda
(Sabda-nityatavida) : The Mimfmsakas have
not only accepted the eternality of words with
all earpestness but have made it o fundamental
tenet for defending the eternal character of
the Vedas, Tt seems to have bLeen on the part
of the Mimamsakas a pions nccessity to main-
tain the eternality of words inspite of the
arguments advanced by the Naiyiyikas, Un.
less words are held to be eternal, it is not

A Al vy R 93 RPINS )
srafag s el w¥ wim Wl y—Vakyspadiys, Kar, 1. 124,
* a1 % gy weaw: Al AyaTiRSui—Popyarkis
under Vakyapadiya, Kdr. 1, 125,
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possible to establish the authoritativeness or
trustworthiness of the Vedas which, as we find,
consists of a huge collection of words represent-
ing the Mantras and Brahmanas. The Mim.
Sutras 6-11 are those that are usually put
forward by the Naiyayikas against the efernal
character of words. The Mimamsakas had
their arguments ready to refute those attacks
one after another (Mim. Sutras 12-19) in a
manner that reflects much credit on them. The
final conclusion is arrived at by the statement '
darsanasya pararthatvat which means that words
are held to be nifya on account of their being
used for the purpose of signifying the sense.
Words? do not, as the Naiyayikas hold, exist
only for a moment and totally disappear after
the utterance is over, but continue to exist so
as to express the intended meaning.

Grammar, as we have already shown, though
based on a purely analytical method, has also
established the eternality of $abde. Buf there
is some amount of difference regarding the
standpoints from which the eternality (nityatva)
has been conceived by the Mimamsakas and the
grammarians. The Mimamsakas take sound to
be eternal,® as it is manifested by the utterance

! famg WiEgNwE WgEg—Mim, Sitre, L. 1. 18,

s zjxag’atttﬁ qqaUE Uy sawEfgel Sufean fe fae
= oy yawfag « nﬁm‘q——-ﬁ&b&t&-bbﬁsya.
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and is represented by the letters, whereas the
grammarians have gone a step beyond sound as
such and sought to find out the subtle element
which is exactly manifested by sound, that is to
say, they realised the existence of Sphala as the
final cause of sound. The grammarians undor-
stand Pakya-Sphofa® as represonting the true
type of nitya-dabda. A glanco into the charac-
teristic attributes with which nifya-éabda? is
comprehended by Pataiijali is sufficient to corro-
borate the view that Sphote to the grammarians
was the same as Brahman to the Vedsintins,

(ii) The Mimamsakas have agreement with
the grammarians in regard fo the relation of
words with their meanings, The Mimamsa Satra,
1. 1. 5, states expressly that n word (preforably
those that represent the Vedic maniras) has
inborn or eternal relation (relation that is
permanently fixed) with its signification.* The
first Varttike of Kiityayana* and the exposition
of Patafijali thereon purport to establish the very
same view o far a3 the yolabion of words with
their meanings "is concerned. The view of
Katyayana as incorporated in the opening
Varttika goes to show that the grammarians used
to look upon words, meaning and the relation as

* armeRzaa (Aaveean) ¥ (—Kaiyats,

* v frwhnasndeafmiygaae et mf'mﬁirm
—Mahﬁhhigyn Vol.I,p. 7.
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peimanently fixed (siddha). Patafijali’ has
expressly stated that a significant word is
permanently related to its meaning. The
relation of a word with its meanings is called
nitya in this sense that it is found to be current
in popular usage from time eternal® (anadi).
'This relation is grammatically known as $akti?®
or may be viewed as one of identity; a word is
sakta, i.e., capable of denoting the sense, the ..
meaning is Sakya and the relation subsisting
between them is called §akii or yogyata.

(#41) The Mimamsakas agree with the
grammarians in respect of the denotation of a -
word. The Mim. Satra, 1.3.33, lays down that
all words denote a class (aksti), the individual
being comprehensible by means of mutual
dependence * between the class and the indivi-
dual or avinabhdve. The author of the Bhasya
has clearly pointed out the difficulty that arises,
if an individual only is held to be the denota-
tion of a word. The two well-known gram-
marians, Vyadi and Va]apyayana, held opposme
views, the former advocatmg the class-theory
and the latter supporting the individualistic
one. The view of  Panini, ® as explained by

>

et SR frasEa: (—Mahabbisya, Vol. T, p. 7,
FEAHEy FavrRIETikaEaat (—Kaiyata,

T SEerT TR SRRt |—Pradipoddyota.
Efafe s Feaae |—Sabara-bhagya.
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Pataiijoli, is that both the class and the indi-
vidual are denoted by words.

(iv) In the Slokaviu ttika, Kumarila has
devoted a lengthy chapter to refute the theory
of Sphota as expounded by the grammarians.
As the theory of Sphota is apprehended to
destroy the glorious edifice of the Vedas by
declaring all divisions of sentences and words
as merely artificial, the Mimamsakas could not
recognise the existence of Sphote apart from
sound. The assumption of Sphota is thus unten-
able from the Mimamsa point of view. So far as
experience goes, letters that constitute a word
are found to be significant,’ and it is, therefore,
nothing but unreasonable to acknowledge an
incomprehensible thing as Sphofa, which is
materially distinct from letters.

(v) There is a distinct section’in the Mimamsa
Sitras called vyakaranadhikarana dealing mainly
with the problems of grammatical interest.
The subject discussed in this particular section
is almost the same as dealt with by Patafjali
in the first @hnike of the Mababhagya. The
question * that presents itself for solution is
to ascertain the reason for using words of purely
Sanskrit origin. While correct forms (as gauly)

1 Quaw asRRAR: vfagrm; §
) .
3 NAGAITETAAYE RiAdIRAR n~Slokavirttika, Kar. 186,
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as well as the incorrect ones (as gavi, goni, gopé-
talika, ete.) are found to be equally expressive
of sense, it is really difficult to understand the
import of the scriptural injunction' which
unconditionally prohibits the use of corrupt
words (apabhramséas). This prohibition seems
to have been strictly followed by Sanskrit-
speaking Brahmins, particularly at the time of
sacrificial performance, lest the purity of their
rituals might be vitiated by the uttérance of
corrupt words. These incorrect words, hold
the grammarians, are distorted forms of
Sanskrit, this distortion or mutilation of forms
being due to wrong imitation or inability of
pronouncing the correct words of Sanskrit
origin.? The grammarians have drawn a clear
line of demarcation between these two classes
of words as the first and foremost function of
the science of grammar® As it helps the
diserimination of correct words, the science of
grammar has been elevated to the dignity of
Smarti by the Mimamsakas.

Though the meaning is equally expressed
by correct and corrupt words, it is the use of
correct words alone, holds Pataiijali that is

attended with religious merits. It must be,

! qmQe W W fgad aoafied 1 o sa © a1y qggas |

* agafmagRTEE—Mim, Sitra, 1 8.28. Wu=mgarfgarad
Gnfarwsn malgRan 1—Sabara-bhasya.
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however, remembered that this principle of
preferring the use of words strictly in conformity
with the rules of grammar to those that do
not come under the cognisanco of grammar, is
based on a purely religious consideration, Ilow,
then, are we to distinguish correct words from
incorrect ones ?  According to the Mimamsakas,
it is grammar or Vyakarana-smrii that serves
as the helping guide for such a discrimination,
The rules of grammar are, thercforo, held to
be authoritative and a kind of trustworthy
evidence.

(vi) The Mimfmsa-Siitra, 1.8,28, makes it
clear that the origin of corrupt forms should be
traced to natural inability to pronounce the
correct words, and that the meaning is oxpressed
by such distorted forms on account of their
structural similarity * with correct words. This
view is exactly analogous to what is held by
the grammarians in regard to the origin of
apablhramgas,  Pataiijali?  maintains that
apadabdas or pervorted forms are the rosult of
imperfect imitation and inborn ineptitude,
Bhartrhari has the following : Sanskrit is a
divine tongue current from time immemorial ;°
it has undergone distortion at the hands of
those who failed to give utterance to the correct
Sanskrit word by reason of their natural

* w3l o menfiinma 1—Bsbara-bhasya,

2 gafaRigatard; 1~Mabibbasya, Vol.I, p. 10,
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incompetency. They are also significant like
correct words, but their signification is a matter
of inference,! that is to say, they become signi-
ficant only by recalling the corresponding correct
-words with which they have close resemblance.
(vit) In the bdhavarthadhikaranw, there is a
discussion as to whether noun or verb is related
to the result (apurve). As it is produced by
the action, ap@rve is connected with the word
indicating the verb and not with words de-
noting either substance or qualities? The Mim.
Stutra, 2.1,1, enjoins that all verbs should signify
action. This view bears close comparison with
the statement of Patafijali (kriyavacano dhatul
and bhavavacano dhatuh). The view of the
‘Mimamsakas regarding the meaning of the roof
and of the suffix (result and action res-
pectively) is different from that of the gram-
marians.® The Mim. Sutras, 2.1.3 and 2.1.4,
give the definitions of naman and akhyata
respectively, which * remind us of the definitions
suggested by Yaska. The Mim. Sutra, 2.1.6,
speaks of a twofold division of action, namely,

primary and secondary, and the subsequent rules
give their definitions.’

© PR gywgaEd gedautegas; |
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The Nyiya system, specially the Navya-
nyaya has made valuable contributions to the
study of grammar. The Naiyayikas are credited
with having expounded the most scientific theory
about the origin of sound. To the Naiyayikas,
sabda is a quality of the sky, i.e., space (éabda-
gunamakasam), Though they have taken éabda
as the product of human effort, the Naiyayikas
have included sadda or, more properly, verbal
cognition, within the category of pramanas!
In accordance with their view, sabde is liable to
production and destruction *—two important
characteristics of all things that are kamye or
non-eternal. They have sought to explain the
relation between $abde and its meaning with
reference to the will of God. Suakti or primary
signification of a word is not determined, hold
the Naiyayikas, by social convention, but seems
to have been fixed by the volition of God
(sanketa) expressed in the following strain : ¢ let
this word be denotative of this sense ’ (ayam
éabdo'mumartham  pratipadeyain). According
to the Naiyayikas, Sabda-bodke or verbal
knowledge is derivable from a sentenee ® and not
from individual words; and so far as verbal
cognition is concerned, the XYnowledge of

 AESIGAIARENRY Sl |—Nybya-Satra, 1, 8.

* AMAEREANIRY and nEEEPrran woeegaETTy (—
Nydya-Bitras, 2. 2. 12 and 2, 2, 14,
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visesana ' (adjective) must have precedence to
that of ovisesya (noun). They have made a
distinction between Upasargas and -Nipatas,
holding the former to be indicative (dyotaka)
and the latter as directly expressive of sense
(vacaka).

Gangeda’s Tattvacintamani is an epoch-
making work, remarkable throughout by
its originality of thought; it ushered in a
new order of thinking that was readily assi-
milated by the later grammarians. The
Tattvacintdmani is, indeed, a valuable record
marking the height of perfection which the
Indian thought had vreached at that time.
Scholars of outstanding genius ™ such as
Raghunatha, Mathuranatha, Jagadisa and
Gadadhava tried their level best to popularise
this new school of logic following in the wake
of Gangesa. This work is divided into four
parts’dealing with perception, analogy, inference
and Sabda. ‘

The sabda-khanda deals, among other things,
with all important problems of grammar:
(#) it has established the trustworthiness of
$abda as a pramane ;. (i) it has advanced argu-
ments in support of the non-eternal character
of $abda ; (iii) it bas shown how to determine
the Sakéi or primary signification of words ;

' aredlafifnu giERdyreme and w=AE mapdaEeE
faftquad |
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(v) 1t has egiven an adequile treatment of
Dhatn, Upasarga, Nipila and Samisas (r) 1t has
elnborately denlt with ezpectancy, compatibilily,
proxmmity and amport mmportwmt factors of
vorbil knowledge , and (1) 1t has discussed  the
question of the onzmn of corrupt words {apa-
bhramfas) How  ndispensable  Jagadiéa’s
§ibdasaktiprahasihi and Gadadhara’s Vyutpatti-
vida are for the proper study of the philosophy
of Sanshnt grammr ha< alretdy been pointed
out

In Grammar hes the orizin of the science
of Postics The Alaphara-&islra 18 not less
ahin to Grummar than s the Niruhta, The
contribution of grammar 18 mnowhere so
prominent s i this particular branch of
study ‘The science of poetics miy bo «und
to have been prineipally bised on grammm
Sabda and artha not only form the subject
of grammar but have also provided the
fundamental bisis upon which stands the whole
fabuie of the Alamlara dustra  Vyalarana and
Alamlara are organically connected and used
to be studied 1n Indir as cognite departments
of study

The rhetoricians or Alimlarihas have ex-
tensively dealt with pocticsl compositions with
spectal reference to their merits and doefeets
Having regard to what constitutes the
essence of poetry, they have cxpounded the

doctime of wyaiyane and made an elaborate
treatment of rasa
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Poetry is the outcome of joy. Endowed
with the power of articaulating his voice and
born in the midst of magnificent beauties of
nature, man fecls naturally inclined to clothe
his emotions in a rapturous and rhythmical
language, seeking proper expression for the
music of his heart and tending to give a
poetic touch to his thought, when he is in
an cestasy of joy. Whether it is ‘a spontaneous
overflow of powerful emotions’ or whether
it ‘makes us inhabitants of a world to which
the familiar world is a chaos,” poetry appears
to be the living manifestation of the internal
storehouse of joy. Poetry has been rightly
called Rtladaikamays, that is to say, ‘compre-
hending joy alone, rising from a source
that is ofter vepresented as the sea of joy
(Gnandabdhi).

The three attributes generally ascribed to
Brahman are Being (satta), Consciousness (cit)
and Joy (ananda). To a Vedantin, the tran-
scendental self is an inexhaustible source of
joy. The expression raso vai sal ®is explained
by the Vedantins in such a way as to identify
the supreme self with rasa—the joy of all joys.
A religious devotee, particularly a Paisnava,
adores a deity who is the repository of all

! FMREgisaan (—Vedanta-Satra, 1. 1, 12,
? owERwd dgE ‘@ @ ®) 3f6 qfe toEgRE? E) Syare
i @1 ARy wafq (—sSabkara.bhasya.
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beauty, full of joy and the bestower of all bless.
ings. §r1 Krsna, os depicted in the Bhagavats,
is an incarpation of joy and love, charne-
terised by things that aro not only exceedingly
beautiful but serve to excite the most pleasant
emotions in a moment of decp devofion, If
the supreme Godhend has any conceivable
form, or, to put the idea in a different
way, if the formless is at all cognisable in
any particular form, it is joy and joy alone.
Heis, to speak the truth, the embodiment
of joy. The rsis of the Upanitads hinve called
him rase and amrfe—the fountain sourco of
perpetunl joy.! Ono that dwells in us all is
joy ? itself, serenc and supreme; it is the im.
mortal (amyéa) in all beings that makes us
sometimes joyful even in tho midst of cares, and
anxieties. What is called wmukti or final
emancipation is only a state of everlasting joy,
what the yogins yearn to attain is a sereno joy
that knows no bounds ; what the nartist designs
fo paint is the image of the one that is most
beautiful and joyful ; what the poots of all ages
have been eager to depict with all their ro-
sources of imagination is the figure of perfoct
beauty and joy. The ultimate motive of all
arts s to find out this cternal wsourco of
joy, the attainment of which gquonches all
thirsts and satisfios all mundane desires. 'fo

e wwwa ww and WErE W) fysi i—Taittidyopanisad.
' SWRATE Fat-atan 1—sabkarabhigya.
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those who have visualised the Beautiful in
themselves, the whole world appears to be
dancing in an ecstasy of divine joy.

Poetry is the expression of such joy. The
mission of a poet is to reveal this thrill of joy
hidden in the storehouse of nature, touching
those tender chords of the heart that are
naturally moved by emotions. The poet is a
creator in the idealistic sense of the term, his
creation being a world of ideal heauty—a dream-
land shining with touches of fine imagery. Rasa
which forms the life of poetry is brought into
existence by the genius of the poet through the
suggestiveness of his composition. The imagina-
tive pictures drawn by the poet are different
from those that are found in the world of
experience.}

The art of poetry seems to have been culti-
vated in India from a very long time. The
hymns of the Vedas, which embody the most
ancient literary records, are specimens of
beautiful poetry with considerable amount of
rhetorical embellishment here and there. The
hymns in their simple flow represent the
genuine outburst of a heart seized with extreme
joy and wonder, excited by the awe-inspiring
splendour of nature on all sides. More poetical

' faftsataateat BiCw aqamTRama |
wagafuTt ffdfamred andt w3t
' . —Kavyaprakada, Kar. 1.

vafzamw g afvarsfffaRf—Ibid.



GRAMMAR IN OTHER SYSTEMS OF THOUGHT 829

in outlook are the Ramiyana and the Mahi-
bharata—two great monumental works in
Sanskrit epic postry, written in simple bub
elegant style, and preserving a brilliant record
of Indian culture in all its phases. These two
epoch-making works prepared the ground for
the advent of a more advanced type of classical
poetry as is evident from the works of Kailidasa
and others. The sweet melody and high-flown
similes of Kailidasa, the pathetic tonches of
Bhavabhati and the beautiful expressions of
Sriharsa will continue to keep the poetical
horizon of India reverberated for ages to
come,

Turning to the definition of Kavye, we find
that it is $abde and arthe that go to constitute
a Kavya! The body® of a Kavye, to use the
language of the rhetoricians, is composed of
two ¢lements, namely, sabde and artha, or a
combination of words capable of expressing
the intended sense* A word, some hold,*
expressive of a beautiful sense i3 Kavya.
Visvanatha has laid greater stress on rasq,
comprehending it to be the vital element of
poetic compositions. To quote his definition,
Kavye® is a combination of words possessing
rasq in an appreciable extent.

! ) w=l SyuisAs Al g9 e | —Revyaprakais,
* 7=l Ay i—Ekival,

* iR Anafgerdeafem wzEe) (—Kivyadarba.

*+ wtainfaR s 1= FAR (—Rosagabgidhara,

* ] wWWs WA (—Sakityadarpana,
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Kavya is generally divided into two classes,
namely, superior and inferior. A poetical
composition,’ where the suggested sense appeals
more beautifully to our sentiment than the
meaning ordinarily expressed by words, is
known as the best type of poetry. An inferior
class of poetry is one that is characterised by
only somorous words and marked by the
absence of suggestiveness (maximum of words
with minimum of sense). Mammata has referred
to the grammatical doctrine of Sphota in
connection with the definition of the superior
class of poetry.

The Alamkarikas have divided words into
three classes,®> namely, wvacaka (expressive),
laksanika (indicative) and vyafijaka (suggestive).
This threefold division, it must be remembered,®
refers intrinsically to the designation (upadhi)
and not-to the object designated (upadheya),
because there are no fixed classes of words as
denotative, indicative and suggestive. The
same word, say Ga#fga, as in the expression
Gangayam ghosal, may be taken either as
denotative or indicative according to the context
and propriety of sense. It should be par ticularly
noticed here that wvyafijand, as an additional
vrtti, has been accorded a prominent place only

' seguwAfanfat =@ aeng®gE: s | —Kavyaprakads, 4.
g wrafes (=IsE agsiayy (—EKovysprakafa.,
} Afndierae e T R (—
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in the scienco of Poetics and not in other systems
of thought,

The grammarians have acknowledged fakfd
(primary signification) and laksapa (secondary
sense or implied signification), and, consequently,
recogunised both eicaka and laksapika as iwo
kinds of words. Laksapa is called by other
names also, such as wpacira, dropa, cte., and the
sense that is indicated is often called bhakia
in philosophical treatises. Gotama! hns enu.
merated the causes that give rise to mpacire
or transfercnco of one’s attributes to another?
Quite in agreement with Gofamn and nlmost
in the same language, Patafijali® has under the
rnle Pan., 4. 1. 48, clearly shown the four
different circumstances under which ZLalksana
is usually resorted to. Visvanitha's definition*
of Laksana is materially the same as suggested
by the rhetoricians.

Bhartrhari has divided the meanings of words
as gouna (secondry signification) and mukhya
(primary signifiation) and has shown twofold
upacira (imposition) as pertaining to fabde and
artha. Those who take one word ® as eapable of
expressing several meanings, that is to say,

! NyBya.Biira, 2.2, 63,
* Aty wraRe 1~1bid.

* agfity maicafe W wafin 5
AR TR MR G-
waifeft )—)alsbhisys,
¢ waq R wTErgaufine; (—Bhasapariccheda,
° QFRTETAGTE ARA G ¢
R A
. ffewardea aratel qa s ) —Vakyspadipa, 2, 252,
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find only one word like go which is applicable
to both cow-individual and Vahika, have
their theory based on the assumption of
restricted or accidental meanings.! It must
be, however, remembered that a word does not
simultaneously express more than one meaning.’
The other meanings, apart from what is called
primary signification, seem to be quite as good
as synonyms, comprehensible by either
context or connection with some other words.’?
Bhartrhari* maintains that the word go ‘hich
is used to denote a being possessing dewlap,
hump, hoofs, ete., is also applied to Vahika
(an inhabitant of Vihika—modern Punjab) on
account of his proverbial similarity toan ox in
point of dullness. How, then, are we to justify
the division of meaning as gauna and mulkhye?
The first meaning, we must admit, seems to have
obtained more currency than the latter, that is
to say, the word go is popularly used to denote
a cow and implies Vahike only indirectly or
accidentally. The author of the Vakyapadiya®

states clearly that it is popular and accidental
usage that renders one meaning muklya or

gauna. In connection with imposition (upacara)

! GERTERNR TN afegmiatiifme (—Punyarja.
® el I Fafied (—Vikyapadiya,
S NERHTURAT AT TSR a7 (—Ibid.

* ge7 grerfedr UEr Ny |
q 9 T N Fei@siy srafers: (—Ibid.

* wfefemiae’ ge@d Funey (—Ibid.
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pertaining to arthe, Bhartrhari® speaks of fwo
kinds of meanings, namely, svarpa or naturally
fixed by its very form and bakya as is indicated
by imposition or wpacara. The word go denotes
a class gofva by the force of mukhyartha, and
the same is transferred to Vahika for the purpose
of implying the same amount of stupidity and
dullness on the part of a Vahika. Thus, we find
that the Alamkarikas not only agree with the
grammarians in regard to the circumstances
and causes that necessitate the acceptance of
Laksan@, but have made use of the same
examples (Gangayam ghoseh and gaurvahikal).
The difference is, however, remarkable so far
as regards the freabtment of vyaiijand in the
science of Poetics. Pyaiijana, as distinet from
both $ekti and ZLaksand, has been given a
prominent place in discourses on Postics, though
an additional vpiti like vyefijena is not actually
accepted by other schools of thought. In
accordance with the view of the Xlamkarikas,
i is Pyanjaua or suggestiveness that gives rise
to rasa in all poetical compositions. As sakti
and ZLaksapd are not sufficient to bring out the
sense of exireme coldness and sanctity of the
Ganges, in the expression Gangayam ghosal,
the Alamkarikas were compelled, as it were, to

! VakLyapadiya, 2, 256.

winee G wenwtl @ Sl -
TR, MR ARt o arendioar: (—Ponyarsga,
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acknowledge the suggestiveness of words.
The Naiyayikas and the earlier grammarians
have not recognised vyafifand as an addifional
meaning like the Alamkarikas,

Jagadisa® has referred to the same example
mukham vikasitasmitam (face blooming with a
smile) whereby suggestiveness has been estab-
lished by Mammata and others, and discussed
at length whether wvyafijand is at all worthy
of recognition. There is no justification, he
argues,” to recognise the existence of some-
thing like suggestiveness, so far as the direct
or indirect meaning of a word is concerned,
The so-called suggested sense, i.e., extreme
coldness and sanctity, or fragrance (i.e., the
smiling face is as fragrant as flowers) is deriv-
able by the usual mental cognition, the special
beauty of the erotic sentiment (camatkara) being
a matter of mental appreliension (manasa-bodha).

The meanings of words,® says Bhartrhari,
are not only determined by their very forms, but
there are other instruments such as. sentences,
context, time, place, etc., which also help us

 fawarafratenyg Tl aEasus |
91 sfere T TwEEEE 9 |—Sahityadarpana.

2 Sabdasaktiprakagika, under Kar. 24.

* o1 Fufaguagasa waed GfredaaEn, amcimgande-
wrEfed TaqaT el wede ameenty Sufidvg SgaEn gesE |
I TG TFIGS| 6% god 9 MEREvewE
§9q: (~—SabdaSakti., under Kar. 4.

* AT AR AT W |

Tt AREEER 7 SR Faiq |—Vekyspadiya, 2. 816,
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in ascertaining the intended <ense, <pecially
when a word happens to have more than one
meaning. When the primary signification of
a word having severnl meanings is fixed or
restricted by association, ete. (as shown by
Bhartrhari), the other meanings, holds Mam-
mata,} are to be regarded as suggested {cyangya).
This is called suggestion based on primary
sense in the scienco of Poctics.

‘There is no evidenco to believe that ryaiijana
was ever recognised iy the ancient grammnarians,
Among the grammarians, Nagedr has definitely
supported vyaiijand, and ho Jays much emphasis
on the desirability of acknowledging it from
the standpoint of grammar? Nngesh has,
however, tried to show thnt he was not the
first among the grammarians to recognise
vyaiijand as such. In accordance with his inter.
pretation, the grammarians? like Bhartphari and
others, have also indirectly referred to vyaijang
by supporting indicativeness (dyotakatva) of
the Nipttas and taking sphota a3 what is
suggested by sound. With Nagesa, dyolakatea
is the same as ovyafijakalva. The sense of
perfection in prajayati and that of measuring
in pradegam vililhati is nothing but suggested,
because lakgand in such cases is not admissible

} SRR NEw qeEaE fafeR
MG ERIIRCET (—Kavyoprakids, 1. 10
* SqATNARE AR Y (—Mafded, p. 160,
3 waea fratamt R’ @ew sy 1 edRim—Ibd.
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owing to the absence of primary signification
on the part of Nipates. Thus, what we call
dyotakatve in counection with Nipales and
aksepakatva in relation to Karmapravacaniya
are only different in names, but indicate the
same thing, viz., suggestiveness (vyaijalkatva).

The science of Poetics comes in closer touch
with grammar in vegard to the problem of
rhetorical defects (dosa). The entire discourse
on doga is more or less grammatical in natuve.
The most prominent among them are as follows :
cyutasamskrti ' (ungrammatical form) such as
anundthate for aenundthati; aproyuktea (not
sanctioned by popular usage) as daivatah ;
for daivatam ; asamartha (incompetent) as hanti
in the sense of gacchati ; nirarthaka (meaningless)
as hi in mama hi gauri ; avacaka (not capable of
expressing the sense), as the use of the word dina
in the sense of ‘bright’; avimrstavidheyamsa
(to place the predicate before the subject),
as  nyokkaro’yameva instead of  ayameva
nyakkdrah, ete. It must be, however, remembered
that these and similar obther grammatical
mistakes were committed by the poet almost
unconsciously. Poets found it often difficult
to abide by the rigid rules of grammar, and
even the most famous of our poets had the
holdness of using certain forms in direct vio-
lation of the rules of grammar. This is why
Mallinatha often calls them wnirankuse (un-
governable), ‘

* XKavyaprakifa, 7.
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Phe beantiful poetry of thi)j' Vedas exhibits
a considerable amount of rhetorical excellence.
Somotimes-we meet with examples of beautiful
similes and mataphors in the hymns.  The pocts
of the Rk-Vedn have not only pourcd forth
ritualistic prayers and invocations to the forees
of nature, but also suceceded in giving n stamp
of poetical beauty to their oxpressions by
making use of some well-conceived figures of
speech, mostly  similes and  metaphors,
The sun-god ? (riding in a chaviot drawn by
seven horses) running after tho resplendent
Dawn (ugas) is compared to . man following a
beautiful woman. IIow brilliant is tho concep-
tion with a touch of classical beanty ! Again,
the goddess of Val ?is described as unfolding
her graceful person to a learned man, just ag
a loving wife dressed in fair garments shows
herself to her husband. We have other instances
of beautiful similes in the following : *just ns ono®
sifts the barley corn by means of a sieve, even
so the wise discriminates the correct words by
intelligence ;* ‘as the water of a pond is agitated
by a strong wind ;’ and ‘overcoming * the sins just
as crossing a river by means of o boat,! A well-
chosex.l metaphor conveniently used in the
Upanisads to show the difference botweon
Ly, R St vt el T =Tk Veds, 1, 1,

? 3 @ WA F Wi g el gAnEn—Rk-Vods, 10

: R 1106, 71,
wfi e g a8 G wrey e —ibid,

* e e famafu; —lbd.
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jwatmon and parematmaen is as follows: ‘two -
Tbeautiful ! birds related to each other by mutual
friendship reside in the same tree, one of them
eating the sweet fruit (pippala) and the other only
witnessing without partaking of the fruit.’
There are other instances of beautiful wupamad
such as hamsaviva patatama (falling like swans),
simho mna Ohimda ayudhani bibhrat (holding
weapons as dreadful as lions) and so on.
Here and there we meet with brilliant poetic
expressions as oamrtasye putrah (the children
of the immortal) ; #lasya panthumanveti sadhu
(following the path of righteousness); sfena
rtaomapihitom  (truth veiled by truth); dafo
devanamasi (Agns is described as the messenger
of the gods) and dyowrval pita prthivi mata
(heaven is your father and the earth is your
mother). These show unmistakably that the Rgis
of the Rk-Veda were acquainted with the
poetical use of beautiful metaphors.

Grammar seems to have some bearing upon
alamkare or figures of speech, specially upon
upamd. As one radically connected with most
of the alamkaras and one that lends supreme
excellence to poetry in general, upama is placed
at the head of all figures of speech. The
main principle underlying upama, viz., similarity® .

! gt 9q; IS gfEwafd 99g: (—Rk-Veda, 5. 6. 78.

o .. ¢
* |1 gUW ¥ 9QEl g9 g uftwEsia | 9dRa: (qus w@ehr-
el AhrEtEsifa 1—Rk-Veda, 1. 22,164,
3 grewguer §2 (—Kavyaprakaga,
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. between two different objects (samana-dharma),
* has been clearly explained by the rules of
grammar (Pan., 2.1.55 and 2.1.56). Sadréya or
similarity means tadbhinnatve sati tadgoto-
bhiiyodharmavativam, viz., two things are said
to be similar when they are materially different
but possess some common properties, The
particles and  suffixes that often indicate
similarity (vati, ive, yathd) are also clearly
shown by the rules of grammar (Pan., 5.1.105).
Jimutasyeva (like the clond) occurs in the
Rk-Veda and has been made use of by the
grammarians as an instance where the case-
ending is mnot dropped (nifya-semisa). The
expression purusavydghrah (a tiger-like man)
shows that the man, though different from
the tiger, as |Telonging to two distinet
species, possesses those  qualities such
as valour, strength, courage, ete., which are
generally found in the tiger. Under the rule
upamandni simangavacenaih  (Pan., 2.1.65),
Pataiijali® has thoronghly deals with the
characteristics of upamina and upameya.
He says that two things are generally related
t; each o.ther as 1fpamc‘ma and wupameya when
f;r:}' :;‘:] :;1 possession of so.me.properties that

on to both, Quite in keeping with

the Alamkarikas, Patafijali * has explained

> AR T fife e wfer Pameeg
Mababbasya, under the rule Pap , 2 1, 55, T b
* 97eE) fRSfi~reww qui; 3
it TEAYR IR, A Y i @t g
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the expression candramukhi devadatta by
observing that qualities in the moon such
as gracefulness to the sight is transferred to
the face on account of its striking similarity
with the moon, The popular example under
the rule Pan., 2.1. 55, e, ghanasyamah®
(black as the cloud), where the common
property is expressly mentioned, is an attribute
of Krsna, who is often compared to a cloud on
account of his black complexion. The Vedic
expression ? mrgo na bhimal (fierce as the beast)
is a similar instance where the common property,
i.e., dreadfuluess is clearly pointed out.

Q
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*  Rk-Veds, 1. 21,154,
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EXTRACTS TROM OPINIONS ON THE
WORKS OF THE AUTHOR.

1 The Philosophy of t G (published by the
University of Calcntta)

Mahamahopadh: Ri tara  Sarma, Sahityacarya, A A,,
Sentor Professer of Sansknt Patna College —

“I hac on opportunity of gong through the papers on the
Philosnphy Sansknt Grammar wrnitten by Dr. Prabhat Chandra
Chakral arts, Ph D These wntings show profound study
and capacity fo iearch He has selected a rather difficult fleld for
tis study but has s =ady dealt math 1t with thoroughness marvellous
for his age and limited resources svailable in the conatry *

Prof 8,N Dasgupte, MA,Ph D (Cal), Pk D (Cantab),IT S,
Professor of Philosophy, Presidency College —

“Dr Prabhat Chandra Chakrabart;, M A ,Ph D has heen making
s special study of Pamm s Grammar, the Mahibhagya of Patafijali,
the Vakyspadiya of Bhartthar: and other kindred works on gramma
treal and philosophy of g He has been the first
man to uodertake a study of philosophy of s difficnlt and
abstruse Line of research,1n which no work has hitherio been done
either 1o Europe or 1o India ™

2 Lingustic Speculations of the Hindus (published 1n the Journal
of Lietters, Calcntts University, Vol XIT 1925)

Mahamahapadh Dr Gang h Jhe, MA, D Latt, Vice
Chancellor, Allahabad Umversity —

¢ I have formed the 1mpression that it was an important piece of
research on a subject to which practically no attention had been given
till now, 1t also evinced the promise of & very important and fascinat-
g field of study and research T hope you will be soon placed 1n s
position where you will be anﬁcxently free from cares fo be able to
devote your entire attention to? your 1mportant studies and researgh **
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A. Barriedale Keith, Regius Professor of Sanskrit and Comparative
Philology at the University of Edinburgh, :—- :

1 have read your papers with care and I consider that they set .
forth in u clear and effective manner the fundamental doctrines of
Indian speculations on questions of Speech. The adduction of the
evidence of ‘the Mahdbhasya and of the Vakyapadiya is specially
interesting and valuable, and all who are interested in linguistic
matters must be glad to have so convenient a summary, disengaged
from the unnecessary detail, of the views of Sanskrit grammarians.”

M. Winternitz, Ph. D., Professor of Indian Philology and of
Ethnology at the German University of Prague :—

“ 1t is not too much to say that grammar is the only science in which
the ancient Indians by f -~nurr ed all other nations of antiquity. No
wonder that both grammarians and philosophers were not content with
studying the grammar of Sanskrit, but also occupied themselves with
speculations on the science of language. Your papers are a valuable
contribution to our knowledge of these speculations. It is interesting
to see how these problems have been approached from different points
of view by grammarians, philosophers and students of postics,

&

L. D. Barneit of the British Museum :—

¢ T think your work a very instructive and useful statement of the
leading facts.”

Journal of the Royal Asiatic Sooiety, January 1926, pages 123-124
(reviewed by J. Charpentier)— .

‘“ It seems thet the author has stated his points in a fairly clear
way, and has given an analysis of the often very intricate linguistic
speculations belonging to the ancient schools of Hindu grammarians’
and philosophers.’’

L

Bulletin of the School of Oriental Studies—Vol. IV, part IT, Nov.
1926. pp. 877-379—

*“This work is an interesting contribution to the history of
linguistics and is an attempt to bring into a consistent whole the
linguistic theories of aifcient Hinda philosophers and grammarians.
The suthor gives a fairly complete exposition of Hindu theories on
the origin of language and his treatment of the well-known controversy

on the cternity of sound shows considerable freshness and sound
judgement," 4
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Dr V Lesny, Professor of Indian Philology in the Umisermty of
Prague «— i

“ Your essay 18 an sble hment of oor ¢ tica! stndies.”
3 The Mahabhasya of Patan]all—Ahnika I

Trahslated into Enghsh for the firat time with tustonies!, gramms
tieal, philological and phulosoptucal notes

E J Thomas, M A D Litt, Senior Under T1brarlan, Cambnidge
Uaiveraity —

*It 1s o work thoroughly worth doing, first because a good
translation hike yours with your valuable and exhaustive notes will

form tha best possible commentary for ordinary stolents of this great
work

Forther the trapslation will be invalusble to others who are
studying Indisn hustory snd sntiqmities, and you woull make it
acceasible to those who ste nol prepared to dixe into the ariginal
T have examined the part yon have completed, and thik 1t very
sbly dome Y hope you will stick 5 your purpose to translate the
whole and thus establish a place for youreell in Sansknt scholarship
and confer s great boon on western scholars ™

A B Keth, Edinbargh —

T am very glad that  scholar has at last appeared with the lewars
and eqmpment sofficsent to undertshe the task of tramlating the
Mahabbigys which remains largely a closed book for the world of
scholaratup I have po doubt that you will accomphish a work of the
highest importance 1n the field of Sansknt grammar ™

Mahdmahopadh

y8ya Dr Gang h Jha, M A, D Latt —
‘* Many thanks for the specimen pages of your valuable work on
be BMahabhlitys I hope you will be miven the timo and the facility

for completing this work on the magmticent scale on which you have
hegunt **

Prof. E I Rapson t—

“*All that I can ssy1s that your translstion of the Mahsbhasya
will be most nseful and most welcome 1% 1s a difficult work, and
T most cordially wiah you all success 1n your great undertaking **

)
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Tn accordance with the definition as suggested
by the Naivayikas, Karana is the same as Iaranae
(vyaparavat Laranam karagem) only with this
difference that karana is closely associated with
the action, i.e., cause, when it is actually in ope-
ration to bring about the accomplishment of the
action, is what is called karape in grammar.
Gadadhara maintains that the words /kAariy-
vyaparddlinatve should be added to the above
definition (wyaparavat karaparm karapgam) so as
to clearly indicate the subserviency of Karana
to the agent. An accessory (as Karana), as we
find, cannot accomplish the action unless and
until it is set to work by the agent (karfy-
vindynge). This being the actual state of
things, one may possibly bring forward the
argument that it is more plausible to attribute
the adjunet sadhakafama to the agent itself
in preference to Karanae! Bhartrhari® meets
this objection by saying that the primary func-
tion of the agent is to employ the accessories
to operation ® which, thus engaged, immediately
accomplish the action. This is to show how
Karanpa comes between the agent and the action,
and, consequently, has greater proximity to the-
operation than the agent itself.

1

Q A~ ~ . - - o .
FAEMMNTEE WYTET ERERYEar  wqls  gewaad
Mafafg—Helaraja.

amrsi  aEEEOS g wedq fe wiat =)
EEVIDE \~—Vikyapadiya, 8. 93.

3 MO fe sdanoT
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Now it is sufficient]y clear why Karaya is said
to be sidhakatama in relation to other accessories.
Bhartrhari has again alluded to the prepon-
derance of vivalksa and the difference between
the agent and Karang by referring to the
example asischinatti (where the function of
the agent has been attributed to the instrumental,
viz., sword, with a view to indicate the indepen-
dent activity or exeessive power for accom-
plishing the action on the part of Karape). In
the above example, it should be noted,? the
sharpness of the sword comes to be regarded
as Karana whon the sword ifself is used as
the agent.

Though apparently synonymous, /lAefe and
Karapa are, however, distinguished ? by the
grammarians, the criterion of such difference
being ‘the invariable association with the action’
on the part of Karaga. The first and foremost
thing necessary for a Karaka is to have close
relation with the action. Hefu generally gives
the idea of a substance and has practically no
invariable connection with the action. Bhattoji®
has clearly elucidated this distinction, A
substance unconnected with action is called
hetu, but Karape, as a form of Karake, is

.1 wediaf g w98 AvmE wd @5—Vikyspadiys, 8. 94,
¢ gaEifRfw €9 @ (aafmag—rIbid,
3 ganfeammd fatararaed = §e

FTud g fmawaliEud @wifrad 9 i—Bbaitoji under the rule
Pap. 2. 8.23.



